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CITY OF CAMBRIDGE
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT

To: City Council Ordinance Committee

From: lram Farooq

Date: December 1, 2015

Re: PUD-KS Zoning Petition — December 1 Hearing

We are attaching the following materials for discussion at the upcoming Ordinance
Committee hearing, in response to Policy Orders passed at the November 23 meeting of
the City Council. We regret that this material could not be assembled further in advance
due to the intervening holiday.

e Summary of update to the K2C2 study transportation impact analysis

e Summary of financial feasibility analysis provided by HR&A Advisors, via the
Cambridge Redevelopment Authority

e Planning Board Recommendation voted on November 17, 2015, including
recommended zoning text changes

These three subjects will be reviewed by staff at the hearing.

In addition, for reference, we are attaching materials previously submitted to the
Council including:

e Draft Urban Design Framework for the PUD-KS District and K2 Design Guidelines
e CDD report from November 9, 2015 explaining suggested changes to the initial
PUD-KS Zoning Petition.

The interactive site massing model will also be brought to the hearing.

We look forward to continued discussion of this zoning petition.



INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM

TO: IRAM FAROOQ

FROM: SUSANNE RASMUSSEN

SUBJECT: UPDATED K2C2 TRANSPORTATION ANALYSIS
DATE: NOVEMBER 30, 2015

The analysis performed as part of the K2C2 Planning Study in 2012 to estimate transportation impacts from
the proposed zoning for the Kendall Square and Central Square area has been updated to consider the
possibility that the area might develop at a faster pace than previously assumed. While the total amount of
development is virtually the same as that envisioned in 2012, the updated analysis assumes full buildout on
the MIT, Volpe and CRA sites by 2030.

The 2012 analysis estimated how many vehicle, transit, bike and pedestrian daily trips would be expected in
2030 if zoning remained unchanged compared to the build-out scenario that was eventually adopted as part
of the K2C2 plan. In addition to daily transportation impacts, an analysis called “critical sums” was also
carried out to compare how the two build-out scenarios would impact traffic at a set of specific
intersections.

The 2030 assumptions in the 2015 update differ from the 2012 analysis in the following manner:

* Pace of development:

— The 2015 analysis assumes 100% buildout throughout Kendall Square, whereas the 2012
buildout assumed that the Volpe site would only be 33% built out and the remainder of the
area would be 80% built out. This leads to additional trips of all types sooner, but not to an
increase in trips overall.

— The increase in person trip generation was calculated to be between 18%-31% compared
with the 2012 analysis, depending on the balance of commercial square footage between
R&D and office uses.

* Impact on intersections from increase in vehicle traffic:

— The 2012 Critical Sums analysis showed that all intersections remained below a ‘critical’
threshold, whereas the 2015 shows that the Critical Sum threshold is exceeded at the
Broadway/Third Street intersection. Exceeding the threshold means increased wait times at
an intersection, equated to having to wait more than two signal cycles before being able to
proceed.

This analysis is conservative in that it assumes full buildout of the Kendall Square area in only 15 years.
Actual buildout pace may alter this assumption, leading to smaller trip generation numbers than analyzed. In
addition, planning tools and regulations are available at the project approval stage to address trip generation
rates and/or impacts of increased trip generation including loweting of parking ratios, linking of
development pace to milestones or performance standards, and direct mitigation of impacts or setting aside
of funds for transportation demand management or infrastructure investment.









MEMORANDUM

To: Cambridge Redevelopment Authority

From: HR&A Advisors, Inc.

Date: December 1, 2015

Re: Economic Analysis of Redevelopment of the Volpe Center

The Cambridge Redevelopment Authority (CRA) engaged HR&A Advisors, Inc. (HR&A) to undertake an
evaluation of the economics of redeveloping the John A. Volpe Transportation Systems Center, located at
55 Broadway, based on the proposed zoning regulations. This memorandum summarizes our findings and
methodology for determining the amount available to fund the following site and ancillary costs:

e Federal facility replacement (building, parking and fit-out),

e Site remediation,

e Public streets and parks, and

o  Off-site infrastructure.

HR&A quantified the supportable land value (i.e. the value a private developer would pay for arms-length
market transactions) for office, innovation space (office space set aside for technology startups), lab, retail,
and mixed-income residential development in Kendall Square, inclusive of associated underground parking,
by constructing a multi-year development feasibility model calibrated to reflect current market conditions.
As such, projected construction costs are based on current projects being built in the Cambridge area and
do not reflect any future design requirements, unusual ground or soil conditions, or other unique costs
associated with redeveloping the John A. Volpe Transportation Systems Center.

Background and Methodology

The development feasibility model assesses the current economics of mixed-income residential rental as well
as office and lab construction with ground-floor retail. In order to reflect the impact of the affordability
requirements contained within the proposed zoning regulations for the Volpe site, we calibrated our
residential rental cash flow to reserve 20% of total units for income-restricted affordable housing, of which
15% would be reserved for low and moderate income households and the remaining 5% would be reserved
for middle income families.

Based on the “PUD-KS (Volpe Site) Rezoning Proposal” submitted to the City Council on May 27, 2015, we
assumed the following development program:

e Residential: 1,116,000 gsf
e Office: 816,000 gsf

e Lab: 816,000 gsf

e Retail: 140,000 gsf

HR&A Advisors, Inc.



Innovation space: 84,000 gsf
Total: ~3 million gsf (2,972,000 gsf)

Our methodology included the following considerations:

Construction costs: The financial model assumes the following hard and soft costs!':
0 Residential: $407 gsf

Office: $358 gsf

Lab: $413 gsf

Retail: $330 gsf

Innovation space: $358 gsf

Underground parking: $100,000/space

O O O oo

Supportable land value by use: The model determines supportable land value for each use by
solving for a conservative market rate of return that would be required by a standard developer
in order to assume the risks associated with real estate development.2 We calibrated our baseline
development feasibility models assuming underground parking.

Income restricted units: We adijusted our model to set aside 15% low-income units and 5% middle
income units assuming tax-exempt bond financing, low-income housing tax credits and other subsidies
would not be available, in line with current practice.

Rent and operating costs: HR&A interviewed residential and commercial developers active in the
Cambridge area to understand current market dynamics. Income and operating expense variables
are based on data provided by the developers.

Development structure and phasing: HR&A has assumed that a single horizontal developer will begin
construction of site infrastructure and a replacement Volpe Center in Year 1. We have also assumed
that the horizontal developer will sell developable parcels to vertical developers over three phases,
the first of which will begin in Year 2.

Horizontal financing assumptions: Our model assumes the horizontal developer will receive a
construction loan with a 6% fixed interest rate, sized using a 60% loan-to-cost ratio, which is
consistent with conservative underwriting of projects in the Cambridge area.

Development and linkage fees: Based on proposed zoning documents and guidance from City and
CRA staff, HR&A has assumed that the following fees will be incurred as each phase is developed:
0 Incentive Zoning Payments (Affordable Housing), and
0 Kendall Square Funds ($10 per gsf), including:
=  Open Space Payments,
®=  Transit Improvement Payments, and
=  Workforce Readiness Payments.

! Soft costs are net of financing costs. As noted above, construction costs do not reflect any unique costs associated with
redeveloping the site. Additional Kendall Square Fund fees ($10 per gsf) are accounted for by phase of vertical
development, as described further below.

2 HR&A calibrated its model using a leveraged internal rate of return of 15%, which corresponds to a 5-7%
unleveraged cash-on-cash return assuming that 60% of project costs can be financed with a conventional loan paying
interest of 6% per year, a conservative interest rate reflective of long-term market trends.

HR&A Advisors, Inc.



Findings

The following table details supportable land value per square foot for potential uses, net of associated
underground parking costs, and then deducts fees and carrying costs. As the affordable housing share
required by current zoning is higher than under regulations impacting other sites in Kendall Square, projected
residential land values are moderately lower than values reflected in recent transactions.

Only a portion of revenues from site disposition are available to support Volpe replacement and other site
costs due to the following considerations:

o Development and linkage fees: Our model assumes that $41.3 million in development fees will need
to be paid to the City, some of which will inflate over time. These costs are assumed to be incurred
over time as development proceeds.

e Phasing and cost of capital: The incurring of Volpe replacement and other site costs prior to the
realization of revenues from phased disposition of development-ready portions of the site to vertical
developers reduces available revenues, as costs incurred must be funded with a mixture of equity
and debt until loans and equity can be repaid with land sale proceeds.

Estimated Land Value Per GSF Totald
Residential4 $58 $65,000,000
Office $155 $126,000,000
Lab $199 $162,000,000
Retail $68 $10,000,000
Innovation $129 $11,000,000
Subtotal-Residual Land Value® $126 $374,000,000
Financing and Other Costs¢ -$30 -$91,000,000
Subtotal-Financing and Other Costs -$30 -$91,000,000
Supportable Site and Volpe Replacement Costs $95 $283,000,000

3 Rounded to the nearest million.

4 The residual land value of the market-rate and affordable components is $120 and -$192, respectively.
> Based on proposed program SF.

¢ Includes incentive/linkage fees, debt and equity costs.

HR&A Advisors, Inc.



PUD-KS (Volpe SIte) Rezoning November 12, 2015

Community Development Department



Vision for Kendall Square

“A dynamic public realm connecting
diverse choices for living, working,
learning, and playing to inspire
continued success of Cambridge’s
sustainable, globally-significant
innovation community.”

K2 Planning Vision (Goody Clancy)

ECPT Planning Vision (CBT Architects + Planners)



Benefits of PUD-KS Zoning Proposal (as Modified)

Housing

1,000 units minimum (approx.)
150 affordable, 50 middle-income (approx.)
$20+ million in total incentive zoning payments

Active Ground
Floors

Continuous active use on Third Street, Broadway
Up to 140,000 SF ground-floor retail
including grocery/market, small operators, family uses

Public Open Space

At least 3.5+ acres Public Open Space
Connections to adjacent streets and spaces
At least one major civic plaza/park, other public functions

Innovation Space

84,000 SF (approx.) at full commercial buildout

Sustainability

LEED Gold + energy, stormwater requirements
Additional requirements from Net Zero Plan

Community Funds

$16+ million total for open space programming, transit
improvements, workforce readiness

Urban Design

General K2 Design Guidelines
Site-Specific PUD-KS Urban Design Framework




K2 Study Process 2011 — 2012

ECPT/CBT Plan

" S

Connect Kendall Sq Competition

2011

K2 Study
I — 20-person Advisory Committee --residents,
2012 businesses, property owners/developers, MIT,
Kendall Square Association, CRA
I — Multidisciplinary consultants -- Goody Clancy
2013 — 18 committee meetings, 5 public
meetings/working sessions/site tours
I — City Council roundtable
2014

PUD-KS Proposal developed with discussions at

I Planning Board

2015 PUD-KS Petition Filed by Planning Board
Ordinance Committee/Planning Board Public
Hearings

Volpe Site Community Outreach (summer/fall)

PUD-KS Refiled — August 2015
Petition Hearings (ongoing)



2015 Community outreach

Seven drop-in conversations

1. July 30th, 5-7pm at Clement Morgan Park

2. Aug 5t 5-7pm at Rogers Street Park

3. Aug 12t 11am-2pm at Lafayette Square

4. Aug 15%, 2-5 pm at Greene Rose Park

5. Aug 20th, 11am-2pm at Kendall Square
Farmers’ Market

6. Sept 12th, 11am-4pm at The Pride Day

7. Sept 18t, 9am-4pm at The Parking Day

Sit-down forum

Oct 17th, 10am — 12pm Kennedy-Longfellow School

Other meetings

Area 4, ECPT



Council comments - Joint Hearing June 29, 2015

Housing

Proportion of housing
Affordable housing (low-mod, mid)
Housing for families

Ground floor uses and activities

Family-friendly restaurants
Low-price supermarket

Ground floor retail needs more
specificity

Affordable retail & locally-owned
Retail to attract people
Workforce development needs
Incubator space

Daycare

Other

Cost and size of Volpe building & site
FAR of 4.5 is dense

Transportation — traffic impacts, red line
Development feasibility

Have community conversation

Open space & public realm

* Needs to be very special

e Building facades matter

 Need family-friendly open spaces

e Maximize sunlight & livability

e Contiguous - one primary, a secondary

e Visibility from different vantage points

* Programming

* No gates, needs to face streets

e  Welcoming to the neighborhoods

* Engaging & educational indoor & outdoor
e Civic, not corporate space — medieval plaza
e Accessibility of federally-owned open space

Built form

e Composition of buildings respect each other,
especially at the lower level

e Floor plate sizes important

 Don’t wall off site

e 2 setbacks instead of just one

e Design guidelines need more detail



Planning Board comments- June 29 & July 14, 2015

Land use

Supporting high-tech & innovation is
most important goal for site
Proportion of housing versus
commercial/office space

Affordable housing (low-mod, middle)
Housing for families (3 beds)

Ground floor uses and activities

Retail - where it is going to be located,
and what sort of retail it is going to be
Design guidelines can include retail

Other

Need financial analysis

FAR of 4.5 is a lot of sgf to assemble
across the site

Transit impacts

Open space and public realm

Amount of open space

Connections are the key for open space
Connect Kendall shows how to make space
function without 5-acre park —it’s not the
right location for such a large park

Extend the canal and create more connections
through the site

Built form & urban design

Where taller buildings should be located &
whether there's a limitation on that area in
which they can be located

Need human-scale

Need vision for creating a great space
Broadway & Third St intersection is important
Variation in height

Concentrate on people who live and work
there & neighborhoods

Allowing more height for the residential



Community comments

Soliciting community feedback

Preferred ground floor uses and amenities Preferred types of open spaces




Zoning



Major Proposed Modifications

Affordable Housing Requirements
15% low-moderate + 5% middle income minimum

e Open Space
Detailing desired open space functions
Limiting how much of the requirement can be met on a Federal site

e Height
More flexibility in arrangement, limiting bulk at taller elevations

* Active Uses
More desired ground floor uses including grocery stores, family-serving uses,
small independent operators; limitations on banks

e Urban Design
Urban Design Framework to inform future development review



Modifications: Affordable Housing

e 15% low-moderate + 5% middle income

APPROXIMATE Current Zoning | Initial Proposal | Modifications
Total Units 879 1,014 1,014
Low-Moderate Units 101 101 152
Middle Income Units None required 51 51

Total Affordable Units 101 152 203




Modifications: Public Open Space

e System: All spaces must serve a public function, integrate with the area’s open
space network

* Civic park or plaza: Required element of the public open space system
e Federal site: Fulfills no more than half of requirement



Height Limits: Current



Height Limits: Initial Petition



Height Limits: Proposed Modifications



Height Limits: Proposed Modifications

 Above 250 feet:
No more than 15,000 SF floor plate
No more than 10% of parcel area total (62,000 SF)

* Above 350 feet:
No more than one building as a distinctive landmark

Planning Board can reject a proposal if it does not provide the
desired benefit, in favor of a plan with a 350-foot limit




Modifications: Active Ground Floors

* Required: 75% of frontage along
major streets

e Incentivized: spaces of 5,000
square feet or less

e Active Uses Must Include:
grocery, market, general store
space for small operators
(2,500 square feet or less)

e Active Uses May Include:
child care, recreation, education
and cultural uses for families

e Active Uses May Not Include:
banks, office lobbies



Volpe Site: Anticipated Development

Current Zoning

Proposed Zoning

Site Area

620,000

620,000

Residential

967,000 (min)

1,116,000 (min)

Office / Lab

(not including Innovation Space)

1,086,000 (max)

1,632,000 (max)

Retail 50,000 140,000
Innovation Space (min) 0 84,000
Total Private Development 2,103,000 2,972,000

Volpe Facility (replacement)

375,000 (exist.)

375,000 (approx.)

Figures in Square Feet of Gross Floor Area. ALL FIGURES APPROXIMATE



Benefits of PUD-KS Zoning Proposal (as Modified)

Housing

1,000 units minimum (approx.)
150 affordable, 50 middle-income (approx.)
$20+ million in total incentive zoning payments

Active Ground
Floors

Continuous active use on Third Street, Broadway
Up to 140,000 SF ground-floor retail
including grocery/market, small operators, family uses

Public Open Space

At least 3.5+ acres Public Open Space
Connections to adjacent streets and spaces
At least one major civic plaza/park, other public functions

Innovation Space

84,000 SF (approx.) at full commercial buildout

Transportation

Cap on total parking

Sustainability

LEED Gold + energy, stormwater requirements
Additional requirements from Net Zero Plan

Community Funds

S$16+ million total for open space programming, transit
improvements, workforce readiness

Urban Design

General K2 Design Guidelines
Site-Specific PUD-KS Urban Design Framework




PUD-KS Urban Design Framework

Background materials

Purpose

1. Visually represent the City’s
and the community’s key
goals and aspirations for the
site

2. Inform the City's review
process for development
projects

3. Identify key principles,
concepts, and ideas



PUD-KS Urban Design Framework

Vision — Volpe site Framework structure

* An accessible, diverse and unique 1. Connections
place that integrates the PUD-KS
district seamlessly into the
surrounding urban fabric of
Kendall Square and the Eastern
Cambridge neighborhoods, and
the community.

e Aplace that is defined by high
quality sustainable architecture,
urban design and open space
with an enduring sense of place
that celebrates Kendall Square’s
spirit of innovation and creativity.

2. Open space
3. Active ground floors
4. Housing for families



PUD-KS Urban Design Framework

Connections

Main organizing features

1. Extend surrounding streets
and connections into the
site (e.g., Fifth Street and
Broad Canal Way)

2. Enhancement of the Sixth
Street Walkway

3. Provision of different types
of connections (e.g., shared
streets, multi-modal streets,
bike lanes, mid-block
connections, alleys etc.)



PUD-KS Urban Design Framework

Open space
Main organizing features

1. Network of open space
areas organized along the
extension of Fifth Street
and/or Broad Canal Way

2. The corner of Broadway and
Third Street as a gateway

3. A balanced mix of lively
gathering spaces and more
naturalistic, passive parks



PUD-KS Urban Design Framework

Active ground floors
Main organizing features
1. Creating a hierarchy of
streets with different
activity levels
2. Concentration of destination
type activities



PUD-KS Urban Design Framework

Built form

Main organizing features

1. areas and interfaces that
require careful and sensitive
transition to the
surrounding environment

Also includes matters the
Planning Board should consider
when determining if a tall
building is a “distinctive
architectural landmark”



PUD-KS Urban Design Framework

Housing for families

1. Design objectives and
guidelines to address key
siting and design issues
relating to housing for
families with children.



PUD-KS Urban Design Framework



PUD-KS Urban Design Framework









City of Cambridge, MA + Planning Board Recommendation
PUD-KS (Volpe Site) Rezoning Petition

that would provide a new home for the Volpe Center in exchange for development of the rest of
the site for private uses subject to the City’s zoning and development review processes.

The Board supports the goal of providing a great new facility for the Volpe Center in Kendall
Square, as it is a public institution performing cutting-edge research that benefits the entire
country. The Board also believes that this process provides an opportunity for the City, through
its planning and zoning, to express the City’s objectives for the site before developers submit
their proposals to the GSA. Even if the City adopts zoning changes setting overall expectations at
this early stage, a selected developer may still request further zoning changes that would require
review and negotiation with the Council.

The Board acknowledges that this opportunity is not a guaranteed success. No change has
occurred under current or previous iterations of the zoning for this site. The success of a
redevelopment plan relies on the willingness of the Federal government to pursue it, which is
jeopardized by the unpredictability of political change at the Federal level. If the current plan
fails, it is difficult to predict what other plans may be devised for the site.

Additionally, the Board received information from a high-level financial analysis prepared with
the assistance of the Cambridge Redevelopment Authority (CRA) and their economic
consultants. Though this analysis relied on many unknown factors, it shows that the value of a
development under the current zoning proposal could be at an approximate scale that would
likely enable the construction of a new Volpe facility and other public site improvements, but
does not appear to result in a large “giveaway” to a private developer.

Modifications

At the November 17 hearing, staff prepared a set of suggested modifications to the zoning that
respond to comments made at the previous Planning Board and Ordinance Committee hearings,
as well as conversations held with community members throughout the summer and fall. In its
recommendation, the Board endorses these modifications with some changes, as described below
and specified in the attached revised zoning text.

* Affordable Housing: The revision to increase the minimum percentage of affordable low-to-
moderate income housing to 15% of total housing, and to continue to require 5% of total
housing to be affordable to middle-income households, is a strong improvement and would
set a high standard for affordable housing that is fully supported by private market
development.

* Open Space: The results of the Connect Kendall Square planning competition, and the site
studies provided in the Urban Design Framework (discussed below), demonstrate that public
spaces of significant size and quality could be created under the proposed zoning. The
suggested changes improve the petition by providing detail about the desired connections and
functions of open space, particularly in identifying the alignment of the Broad Canal and the
Sixth Street walkway as ideal opportunities for new and improved public space. The
extension of the Broad Canal as a true water feature is seen as a great opportunity; however,

November 30, 2015 Page 2 of 4



City of Cambridge, MA * Planning Board Recommendation
PUD-KS (Volpe Site) Rezoning Petition

the Board would suggest including this as a guideline for development rather than a zoning
requirement.

The Board also supports limiting the amount of open space that can serve to fulfill the public
open space requirement on a Federal-owned lot, but recommends setting that limit at 20% of
the total requirement, to be more proportional with the expected size of the Federal facility if
the rest of the site were redeveloped.

Many community members have expressed the goal of increasing the overall amount of
public open space. The Board agrees with this goal, but does not recommend increasing the
minimum public open space requirement in the zoning above 25%, which is already the
highest open space requirement for a major redevelopment area. The Board would endeavor
to seek the best open space result during the development review process, but is concerned
that setting the zoning requirement too high might force urban design outcomes that are
problematic for other reasons. If the Council decides it is appropriate to increase the
minimum requirement in order to set a higher expectation for open space, the Board would
recommend flexibility in the zoning language so that the Planning Board could approve
modifications during the development review process if it results in a better outcome, but in
no case resulting in less than 25% public open space.

* Height: The Board supports the staff suggestion for the zoning to allow greater flexibility in
the distribution of heights while limiting building height and bulk above 250 feet. However,
in order to have the opportunity to consider better urban design options at the development
review phase, the Board would suggest allowing the Planning Board to modity the floor plate
limitations above 250 feet and the number of buildings allowed to exceed 350 feet if it
achieves a better result. In any case, the Board does not recommend allowing heights greater
than 500 feet.

* Active Ground Floors: The Board supports the staff modifications to better specify the types
of desired uses, including grocery/convenience/general merchandise stores, space devoted to
smaller retail operators, and community-serving spaces such as child care, cultural
institutions and indoor play space.

* Urban Design: The Board appreciates the creation of an Urban Design Framework by staff,
which illustrates the priorities that should be part of the review of a development plan,
including connections, open space, active ground floors, overall built form, and housing for
families. Along with the K2 Design Guidelines, these should be viewed as an expression of
overall goals and objectives, and should not be seen to specify the exact location and form of
buildings. The Board should have the flexibility to consider options during the development
review process and to arrive at a result that is feasible from a development standpoint while
meeting the public’s overall expectations.

One key element of the Board’s recommendation is to include an early consultation with the
Planning Board as part of any development plan before the submission of a formal
Development Proposal. This would provide an opportunity for the Board to consider the

November 30, 2015 Page 3 of 4



City of Cambridge, MA * Planning Board Recommendation
PUD-KS (Volpe Site) Rezoning Petition

possibilities for the siting, orientation, height and massing of buildings as well as the location
of public spaces and connections, and to provide feedback before a developer begins the
process of assembling the materials that will be required for the formal Development
Proposal application and review process. Current zoning already allows for a developer to
request such a consultation as part of any PUD review process. In this case the Board would
want to require such a consultation.

The Board also stresses in its recommendation that architectural quality should be a major
consideration in the PUD review process, especially for taller buildings that will be more
prominent within the area.

* Transportation: At the November 17 hearing, the Board heard additional information on
potential transportation impacts of development not just on the Volpe site but throughout the
area studied in the K2C2 process. This information revisited the assumptions that were made
during that study, looking at potential scenarios in which development occurs at a faster rate
than anticipated in 2011, and assessed what additional impacts might need to be considered.

One of the variables discussed in this study is that predicted traffic impacts from commercial
development can vary widely based on whether space is occupied by lab uses, which tend to
have lower employee density, or office uses, which tend to have higher employee density. In
order to normalize this difference in impact, the Board recommends setting the same
maximum parking ratio for office and lab uses, using the more restrictive standard of 0.8
space per 1,000 square feet, which would further limit overall traffic impact.

However, the larger concern in the Board’s opinion is the impact on transit. The impacts on
traffic will be limited by the current capacity of the regional road system, which is not likely
to expand significantly. The transit system, particularly the Red Line, is the best opportunity
to support future growth in Kendall Square, but the system faces obvious challenges with the
current capacity and reliability of service. While improvements are technologically feasible,
they will require financial and organizational resources to achieve.

The current zoning language specifies the need to perform a traffic study and to incorporate a
program of transportation mitigation improvements into a Final Development Plan. At the
suggestion of staff, the Board recommends updating that language to require a more robust
transportation study and transportation mitigation program that accounts for the entire
transportation network in the area, including transit along with other modes of transportation.
This type of program would incorporate requirements into the phasing of a project based on
determined thresholds. so that required improvements would keep pace with anticipated
development impacts.

Respectfully submitted for the Planning Board,

H Theodore Cohen, Chair. o

November 30, 2015 Page 4 of 4



PUD-KS Proposed Zoning Text Changes Page 1 of 20
Planning Board Recommendation — November 30, 2015

13.10
13.11

13.11.1

PUD AT KENDALL SQUARE: DEVELOPMENT CONTROLS

Purpose. The PUD-KS district is intended to provide for the creation of a vibrant mixed-use
district of high quality general and technical office and retail activity, with-a significant
components of residential use and open space. The retention of government office facilities on
the site is desired, as well as space for smaller innovation companies as a component of the
commercial office space that is created. The creation of public open space to serve residents
of the district and the larger neighborhood, as well as workers, students from nearby
institutions and visitors, a-targe-public-park is desired. The PUD-KS district permits larger
scale development and supporting commercial activities close to Kendall Square and the
major public transit services located there. It encourages strong linkages between new
development at Kendall Square, the East Cambridge riverfront, and the PUD-KS area and the
neighborhoods of eastern Cambridge, facilitated in part by a strong and continuous retail
presence along Third Street and Broadway. Development in the PUD-KS district is expected
to meet high standards for urban design environmental sustainabilit
and open space design and should be generally consistent with the policy objectives set forth
in the Kendall Square Final Report 2013 (K2 Plan) Eastern-Cambridge-Plan and the-guidance
provided-in with the Eastern-Cambridge-Kendall Square Design Guidelines.

Master Plan Area. To further the purpose of this Section 13.10, any Development Parcel or

13.11.2

portion of a Development Parcel meeting the requirements set forth in Section 13.13.2 below
and that is at least five (5) acres in area may be designated as a Master Plan Area, within
which physical information shall be presented in a more generalized way, subject to more
detailed approval by the Planning Board at a time and in a manner determined by the Board in
its PUD special permit decision.

Master Plan Requirements. At a minimum, a Development Proposal for a Master Plan Area

must contain the following components:

a. Site Development Plan — identifying each of the proposed existing and new building sites
within the Master Plan Area and the characteristics of each, including potential uses and
Gross Floor Area.

b. Site Massing Plan — illustrating the height and massing of building volumes for each
proposed building site, and including studies of anticipated shadow and wind impacts
resulting from building mass.

c. Parking and Loading Plan — identifying the locations of all parking facilities, bicycle parking
facilities and facilities for loading or other vehicular service functions, and the number of
spaces proposed at each location.

d. Connectivity Plan — illustrating all pedestrian, bicycle and vehicular circulation routes
within the Master Plan Area, their connections to public circulation routes and destinations
outside the Master Plan Area, and approximate locations of access and egress points on
each building and parking facility within the Master Plan Area.

e. Open Space Plan —illustrating and quantifying the areas of all proposed open space and
the ownership and designation of each area (e.q., Public Open Space, Publicly Beneficial
Open Space) as well as descriptions of major design elements and themes to be
incorporated into each space and the types of uses and activities that will be

Note: This version of the zoning text includes all markups. Current zoning text is unmodified. Proposed
additions from the initial proposal are underlined, additions in the Planning Board Recommendation are
double underlined. Deletions are in strikeeut, and Planning Board recommended deletions from the
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13.11.3

accommodated in each space.

f.  Ground Floors Plan — illustrating the conceptual arrangement of functions such as retail
establishments and other active uses, residential and office lobbies, and utility spaces at
the ground floor of each building in the Master Plan Area, including the locations and sizes
of retail and other active uses that may be required or incentivized by the specific
provisions of this Section 13.10.

g. Housing Plan — providing the approximate number and mix of housing unit types proposed
on each residential site, and identifying the location of dwelling units that may be required
or incentivized by specific provisions of this Section 13.10.

h. Phasing Plan — describing the general sequence in which development is proposed to
proceed, and specifically describing how the phasing requirements set forth in this Section
13.10 will be met.

Master Plan Approval. The Planning Board shall grant a PUD special permit for a Master Plan

13.11.4

Area upon finding that the Final Development Plan is consistent with the criteria set forth
below, in addition to all other criteria applicable to approval of a Final Development Plan and
any other special permits being sought, and upon consideration of the K2 Plan, Kendall
Square Design Guidelines, PUD-KS Site-Planning-and-Desigh-Guidelines Urban Design

Eramework and other City plans and quidelines applicable to Kendall Square. The PUD
special permit may identify specific components of the development (such as building design,

open space design and other elements) as well as specific modifications to the Final
Development Plan that may be subject to future approval by a written determination of the
Planning Board. Otherwise, any modifications to a Final Development Plan for a Master Plan
Area shall be considered pursuant to the PUD Amendment provisions set forth in Section
12.37 of this Zoning Ordinance.

Master Plan Criteria. A Final Development Plan for a Master Plan Area shall meet the

following objectives, subject to approval by the Planning Board:

(1) Providing a mix of commercial, including research and technology, and residential
uses, with particular emphasis on housing and ground-floor retail, to encourage
activity throughout the day and evening.

(2) Incorporating a diversity of housing typologies and dwelling sizes that are appealing
and accessible to a variety of users.

(3) Breaking up large blocks to increase permeability and create a fine-grained network of
connections that seamlessly integrates the PUD district with the surrounding urban
fabric of Kendall Square and East Cambridge.

(4) Sensitively managing the height and bulk of new buildings to mitigate impacts on
surrounding uses and public space.

(5) Creating an integrated network of high-quality streets and open spaces, including
significant space for public gathering and recreation, that encourages and fosters a
sense of community, civic engagement, social interaction, economic development and
environmental sustainability.

(6) Providing a strong street edge on major public streets, including Broadway and Third
Street, to create a memorable “main street” experience.

Note: This version of the zoning text includes all markups. Current zoning text is unmodified. Proposed
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(7) Providing active ground floors that animate streets and open spaces, and add to the
vitality of Kendall Square.

(8) Enhancing the architectural diversity of the district to harness the spirit of innovation
and creativity in Kendall Square.

(9) Promoting environmental sustainability in building and site design.

13.12 Uses Allowed in a PUD-KS District. The uses listed in this Section 13.12, alone or in
combination with each other, shall be allowed upon permission of the Planning Board. The
amount and extent of uses may be further regulated and limited as set forth elsewhere in this
Section 13.10.

13.12.1 Residential Uses

(1) Townhouse Development. Any special permits for parking arrangements for townhouse
development required by Section 11.10 shall be granted by the Planning Board in a Planned
Unit Development in a PUD-KS district.

(2) Multifamily dwellings.

13.12.1.1 Transient Residential Uses

For the purposes of this Section 13.10, the following Transient Residential Uses shall be
considered non-residential uses

(1) Hotels or motels

13.12.2  Transportation, Communication, Utility and Institutional Uses. All uses listed in sections 4.32
and 4.33 and which are allowed or conditionally allowed in the base zoning district.
Telephone exchange use set forth in 4.32 g (1) shall be permitted provided that any facility
having a floor area greater than four hundred (400) square feet shall only be permitted in a
building in existence as of June 1, 2001 that, if vacant, has not been occupied by a residential
use in the five years immediately preceding the time of application for a Certificate Of
Occupancy for the proposed use, or if occupied, the current use is any office and laboratory
use, Section 4.34; any retail business and consumer service establishment, Section 4.35; any
light industry, wholesale business or storage use, Section 4.37; or any heavy industry use,
Section 4.38.

13.12.3  Office and Laboratory Uses. All uses listed in Section 4.34.

Note: This version of the zoning text includes all markups. Current zoning text is unmodified. Proposed
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13.12.4  Retail Business and Consumer Service Establishments. All uses listed in Section 4.35Fhe

13.12.5 Institutional Uses. All uses listed in Section 4.33 fand g.

13.12.6  Other Uses. Any use not listed in subsections 13.12.1 through 13.12.4, otherwise allowed in a
Business B District may be allowed by the Planning Board only upon written determination by
the Board that such use is consistent with the objectives of the PUD-KS district and the
policies and guidelines set forth in the EGaRSK2 Plan.

13.13 District Dimensional Regulations.

13.13.1  Permitted FAR. In the PUD-KS District the maximum ratio of floor area to Development Parcel
shall be 3-8 4.5, subject to the further use limitations set forth below in Section 13.13.11._For
the purposes of calculating FAR, the GFA of the following uses shall be exempt from the
requirements of this Section 13.13.1:

(1) GFA devoted exclusively to a use designated as Other Government Facility in the Table of
Use Regulations on a Government Owned Lot, as set forth in the provisions of Section
13.112 below. Notwithstanding such exemption, a Government Owned Lot can be
included in calculating the area of a Development Parcel.

Note: This version of the zoning text includes all markups. Current zoning text is unmodified. Proposed
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13.13.1.1

(2) GFA devoted to retail-and-consumer-service uses that are listed among the Required
. . . fthi . - ; [

provided the

GFAis Iocated on the ground floor or basement level, is clearlv identified within the Active
Use Plan as described in Section 13.111.1 below (though the exempt GFA may exceed
the required Active Use), fronts on and has a public entrance onto a public street, park, or
plaza, and for each individual establishment the GFA does not exceed 5,000 square feet.
The Planning Board may approve such an exemption for a space of a larger size if it is
devoted to a particular type of retail that is desired in the neighborhood but requires a
larger space to be feasible.

(3) Fifty (50) percent of the GFA devoted to innovation office space, up to a maximum of five
(5) percent of non-residential GFA in a Final Development Plan, as described in Section
13.111.3.3 below.

(4) Private outd . balconie
eight percent (8%) of the residential GEA of any building.

Limitations on Non-Residential Development. In the PUD-KS District all non-residential uses
shall be further limited as set forth below. Where the amount of non-residential GFA is limited
to a percentage of the total GFA authorized, the calculation shall be based on GFA authorized
exclusive of any-GFA-thatmay-be-constructed-as-aresult-of the-application-of-the FAR
bonuses-permitted-in-Section11-200-or any GFA devoted exclusively to structured parking.

(1) For any lot or combination of lots held in common ownership as of June 1, 2001 having in
total an area of less than five acres, the total GFA devoted to non-residential uses shall not
exceed ten (10) percent of the total GFA-autherized-inaPUD, exclusive of GFA exempted in
Section 13.13.1 above, for that portion of a PUD Development Parcel containing such lot or

lots, or any portion thereof. This limitation shall apply to each Development Parcel individually.
This limitation shall not apply to any individual lot created subsequent to the Planning Board’s
approval of the PUD Final Development Plan.

(2) For any lot or combination of lots held in common ownership as of June 1, 2001 having in
total an area of more than five (5) acres, the total GFA devoted to non-residential uses shall
not exceed S|xty (60) percent of total GFA authorlzed exclusive of GFA exempted in Sectlon

limitations set forth in th|s Sectlon 13.13. 1 1(2) shall not applv to any |nd|V|duaI lot within a

Development Parcel created subsequent to the Planning Board approval of the PUD Final
Development Plan.

The Final Development Plan shall include a Phasing Plan providing a general sequence for
the construction of residential and non-residential uses. The Planning Board shall approve
such a Phasing Plan if it is found to ensure that residential uses will be completed on a
schedule that meets the objectives of the City and ensures compliance with the requirements
of this Paragraph (2). In general, non-residential development shall not be authorized to

Note: This version of the zoning text includes all markups. Current zoning text is unmodified. Proposed
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13.13.1.2

exceed sixty percent (60%) of the total non-exempt GFA permitted for non-residential uses

until substantial construction activity of residential uses has commenced. Full completion of

the permitted non-residential GFA shall not be allowed before the full permitted residential

development has been completed or substantial construction activity has commenced. The

Planning Board may approve variations to the standards in this Paragraph if the Phasing Plan

is found to be in general conformance with the intent of this Paragraph.

Special Afferdable Housing Provisions. For any lot or combination of lots held in common

ownership as of June 1, 2001 having in total an area of more than five (5) acres, the following

requirements shall apply in place of the Inclusionary Housing requirements set forth in Section

11.200 of this Zoning Ordinance.

a.

C.

Notwithstanding anything to the contrary in this Ordinance, no less than ten fifteen
ercent (10%15%) of the total floor area devoted to private residential dwelling units shall

be devoted to Affordable Units in accordance with the definitions and procedures set forth

in Section 11.200 of the Zoning Ordinance. Such Affordable Units shall be distributed

evenly throughout all residential buildings within the PUD.

In addition to the Affordable Units specified in Paragraph (a) above, no less than five

percent (5%) of the total floor area devoted to private residential dwelling units shall be

devoted to Middle Income Units. In a Master Plan Area, such Middle Income Units may be

located in one or more residential buildings, provided that buildings containing Middle

Income Units are identified in the Housing Plan and Phasing Plan. For the purposes of

this Section 13.13.12, Middle Income Units shall be defined as residential dwelling units

for which:

the occupancy is restricted to households whose total income exceeds-eighty
percent{80%)-but does not exceed one hundred twenty percent (120%) of the
median income of households in the Boston Standard Metropolitan Statistical
Area adjusted for family size, or such other equivalent income standard as may be
determined by the Board of Trustees of the Affordable Housing Trust Fund; and

the rent (including utilities) does not exceed thirty percent (30%) of the income of
the renting household or, in the instance of home ownership units, the monthly
mortgage payment (including insurance, utilities and real estate taxes) does not
exceed thirty percent (30%) of the income of the purchasing household, or such
other i reasonable alternative pricing standard as may be determined b
the Board of Trustees of the Affordable Housing Trust-Fund.

The purpose of Middle Income Units is to provide housing opportunities for
households whose total income is in the range of eighty percent (80%) to one
hundred twenty percent (120%) of the median income of households in the
Boston Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area adjusted for family size. However,
within the strict limitations of Paragraphs (i) and (ii) above, the Planning Board
may approve an alternative income targeting standard for Middle Income Units in
any component of a Final Development Plan upon making a written determination
that an alternative standard is necessary to ensure adeguate ongoing occupancy
for the required Middle Income Units, based on evidence and advice provided by
the Affordable Housing Trust.

In general, Affordable Units and Middle Income Units shall be provided in accordance with

the Standards for Construction and Occupancy set forth in Section 11.204 of this Zoning

Ordinance. As an exception, to serve the objective of providing additional two-bedroom

Note: This version of the zoning text includes all markups. Current zoning text is unmodified. Proposed
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and three-bedroom units suitable for families with children, the Planning Board may
approve a Final Development Plan providing Affordable Units and Middle Income Units
that are, on average, larger in area than the other dwelling units in the building. Where
such units are larger in size, they may be accordingly fewer in number, provided that the
requirements in Paragraph (a) and (b) are met. Nevertheless, Affordable Units and Middle
Income Units shall be reasonably distributed throughout a building and may not have
different interior or exterior finishes from other units, and occupants shall have access to
common amenities available to other residents of the building. For a Master Plan Area,
the Housing Plan component of a Development Proposal must indicate the approximate
mix of unit types and sizes for Affordable Units and Middle-Income Units in each
residential building if the units are not proposed to be distributed proportionally within each

building.

d. Notwithstanding the provisions of Section 11.203.2 of the Inclusionary Housing
requirements, no increase in Floor Area Ratio or Gross Floor Area beyond the limitations
set forth in Section 13.13.1 shall be provided for a PUD subiject to the requirements of this
Section 13.13.1.2.

e. Notwithstanding paragraphs (a) through (d) above, if the Inclusionary Housing
requirements applicable citywide are amended subsequent to June 1, 2015 such that
more than fifteen percent (15%) of the total floor area devoted to residential units must be
devoted to Affordable Units, or such that more than twenty percent (20%) of the total floor
area devoted to residential units must be devoted to any combination of Affordable Units
or Middle Income Units, then those citywide Inclusionary Housing requirements shall
supersede the requirements of this Section 13.13.1.2.

f.  New housing shall include a range of dwelling unit types and sizes. At a minimum, five
percent (5%) of the residential Gross Floor Area in a Final Development Plan shall be

devoted to dwelling units with three bedrooms or more, which shall be designed to
I Famil ith child
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13.13.2

13.13.3

13.13.4
13.13.4.1

Minimum Development Parcel Size. The minimum size of a Development Parcel within the
PUD-KS shall be the greater of (1) 40,000 square feet or (2) seventy-five percent of the area
of a lot or combination of lots (a) in existence as of June 1, 2001 and (b) held in common
ownership where it is proposed to incorporate any portion of such lot or lots within the
Development Parcel. A Development Parcel within the PUD-KS may contain honcontiguous
lots elsewhere in the PUD-KS district or within a contiguous PUD district. There shall be no
specified minimum lot size for lots located within a Development Parcel.

However, where circumstances related to the transfer of property from the federal government
to other governmental or private entities (for the purpose of private development on a portion
or all of the land in the control of the federal government) limit the feasibility of creating a
Development Parcel meeting the size requirements of this Section 13.13.2, the Planning
Board may in its discretion approve a PUD application having a smaller Development Parcel
size.

Resrdentral Densrty

eempu%ed—baseden%heenﬂredevelepment—p&reel— There shaII be no requrred minimum Lot

Area Per Dwelling Unit in the PUD-KS District.

Maximum Building Height.

The maximum height permitted in the district shall be sixty-five (65} two hundred fifty (250)
feet except as it may be further limited or permitted below. The permitted heights are further
illustrated on the Building Height Regulation Map for the PUD-KS, Map 13.11.

(1) Reduced Building Height to Ore-Hundred-Forty Two Hundred Feet. The maximum height
shall be reduced to ene two hundred forty (3406200) feet in portions of the PUD-KS District

within ene-hundred-fifty two hundred twenty-five (158225) feet of the centerline of Binney

Street.

(2) Reduced Building Height to Eighty-Five Feet. The maximum height shall be further
reduced to eighty-five (85) feet in the portion of the PUD-KS District bounded by the
centerline of Binney Street, the centerline of Third Street, a line four hundred twenty-five
(425) feet north of and parallel to the centerline of Broadway, and a line seventy-five (75)
feet west of and parallel to the centerline of Fifth Street, including the extension of such
lines to their intersection with other reference lines identified in this Paragraph.

portion of the district ale

(3) Increased Building Height to Three Hundred Fifty Feet and up to-er Five Hundred Feet In

Note: This version of the zoning text includes all markups. Current zoning text is unmodified. Proposed
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13.13.43.2 In evaluating a developmentpropesalDevelopment Proposal and/or a Site Massing Plan for a

13.13.5

Master Plan Area providing building height in excess of ene-hundred-and-twenty-{120} one

hundred twenty-five (125) feet, the Planning Board shall give consideration to evidence
presented on the following:

(a) thatincreased height is located on the site and designed in such a way to reduce the
impact of shadows, excessive wind, and obstruction of light and views, with specific
conS|derat|on qwen to re5|dent|al bundlnqs and publlc spaceswm-nepeast—shadewser—a#er—a#

(b) thatincreased height would mitigate detrimental environmental impacts such as
excessive ground coverage, diminution of open space, and monotonous development;

(c) that increased height would-ret-adversely-affectand-wouldresult-inincreased-sensitivity-to
the-visual-and-physical-characteristics-of- the particular-location be sensitively managed to

provide an appropriate scale at interfaces with adjoining lower scale uses, such as threugh

more-harmoniousrelationships-to-the-terrainand-to-the-proposed and existing buildings and

open spaces in the vicinity that have functional or visual relationships to the proposed building;

(d) that the orientation and location of the proposed structure would not otherwise diminish the
health and safety of the area around the development parcel.

Fhe(de) if applicable, the additional height permits accommodation of GFA transferred from
the Eastern Cambridge Development Rights Transfer Donating District.

A v vetThe Planning Board
also shall con5|der i the conS|stenc of an Final Development Plan in
achieving the design and site planning goals, as well as the measures set out to achieve these
goals, as set forth in the K2 Plan, the Kendall Square Design Guidelines and PUD-KS Urban
Design Framework.

Other Dimensional Requirements. There shall be no minimum width for the Ddevelopment
Pparcel and no minimum width for lots located within the Ddevelopment Pparcel. There shall
be no minimum required front, rear and side yard requirements for a Ddevelopment Pparcel or
for lots located within a Ddevelopment Pparcel. The Planning Board shall approve all such lot
sizes and building setbacks.

Note: This version of the zoning text includes all markups. Current zoning text is unmodified. Proposed
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13.14

13.14.1

Open Space. The following Open Space requirements shall be met on each Development
Parcel.

(1) For that portion of a Development Parcel consisting of lots described in Section 13.13.1.1,
Paragraph (1) above, any combination of Public Open Space, Green Area Open Space or
Permeable Open Space, as defined in this Ordinance, shall be provided on the Development
Parcel and shall in the aggregate equal at least twenty (20) percent of the area of that portion
of the Development Parcel.

(2) For that portion of a Development Parcel or Master Plan Area consisting of lots described
in Section 13.13.1.1, Paragraph (2) above, any-cembination-ef Public Open Space,-Green
Area-Open-Space-or-Permeable-Open-Space, as defined in this Ordinance, shall be provided
on the Development Parcel and shall in the aggregate equal at least Ferty-two-(42) twenty-five
(25) percent of the area of that portion of the Development Parcel, subject to the further
limitations standards set forth in Section 13.14.1 below. For the purpose of this Section 13.10,
Open Space on a Government Owned Lot in accordance with Section 13.112 shall be
considered Public Open Space as defined in this Zoning Ordinance provided that it is intended

for the use and enjoyment of the general public;

e#@ambﬂdgeepether—pabhc—entlty prowded the PIannmq Board finds that the owners of each

Development Parcel have provided written evidence of an agreement that the total amount of
open space required for both Development Parcels is provided and that the Open Space
Plans for each Development Parcel meet the standards for approval. In that event, the
Plannmq Board shall record in the Special Permits for each PUD the amount of open space

All required open space shall be generally accessible to the public for reasonable periods
throughout the day for the purposes for which the open space is designed and approved by
the Planning Board, which may include but not be limited to walking, bicycling, active and
passive recreation. The Planning Board must approve any proposal to significantly limit public
access to the required open space.

AdtiltlgnaI_StanﬂaLds_f_Ql’_Requlred Publlc Open Space %ﬂﬂ_@_&%
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13242 The Planning Board shall encourage development that is located adjacent to a Public Open

13.15

13.17

13.17.1

Space to be physically and functionally integrated with the open space by means of building
orientation, active frontages, location of building entrances, pedestrian linkages between
major activity centers, and similar techniques_in accordance with the objectives set forth in the

K2 Plan and the Kendall Square Design Guidelines and PUD-KS Urban Design Framework.

Perimeter and transition. Any part of the perimeter of a PUD-KS which fronts on an existing or
future street or public open space should be so designed as to complement and harmonize
with adjacent land uses with respect to scale, density, setback, bulk, height, landscaping, and
screening. Developments in the PUD-KS district should provide integrated pedestrian
circulation systems, with particularly strong linkages to the Broad Canal and the riverfront,
Kendall Square, and the Eastern Cambridge neighborhoods.

Parking and Loading Requirements. Development_in the PUD-KS District shall conform to the

off street Parking and Loading Requirements set forth in Article 6.000, and in the Schedule of

Parking and Loading Requirements applicable to the Residence C-3, Office 3, Business B and
Industry B districts, except as modified by this Section 13.17.

With regard to uses contained within new commercial buildings, provided that the

reguirements of Section 6.23 of the Ordinance are met, the parking requirements of this
Section 13.17 may be satisfied (a) anywhere in the PUD-KS District or, if located outside of

Note: This version of the zoning text includes all markups. Current zoning text is unmodified. Proposed
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13.17.2

the PUD-KS District, within 2,000 feet of the use being served, notwithstanding anything to the
contrary contained in Article 6.000; and (b) in total or in part by a lease agreement between
the Developer and the City, other public entity or private owner or consortium for use of
parking spaces in the public or pooled private parking facilities within said area.

All parking provided within an approved PUD shall be considered collectively accessory to all

13.17.3

approved uses within the PUD. Notwithstanding anything to the contrary in Article 6.000, this
Ordinance shall not restrict the management and assignment of parking spaces in a way that
will most efficiently utilize the existing and proposed parking spaces to serve all approved
uses. As an exception to these rules, all parking spaces (whether existing or proposed) that
are accessory to an Other Government Facility use as listed in Section 4.33, paragraph (g) of
the Table of Use Requlations shall be distinctly identified and shall not be accessory to any
other uses.

Minimum Parking. In approving a Final Development Plan for a Development Parcel, the

13.17.4

Planning Board may waive any minimum parking requirements applicable in the zoning
district, with the exception that parking for residential uses shall not be less than 0.5 parking
spaces per dwelling unit. The Planning Board may approve arrangements for shared parking
of such residential parking spaces with commercial spaces. The Planning Board shall specify
a minimum parking requirement for a PUD based on review and analysis of Transportation
Impact Studies and other relevant information on parking demand provided in application
documents, including the Shared Parking Study as required below and with the guidance of

City agencies.

Maximum Parking. Maximum allowed parking for a PUD shall be limited by applying the rates

13.17.5

set forth below to each use within the PUD and taking the summation of the result for all uses.
For any use not listed below, the maximum parking ratio set forth in Article 6.000 shall apply.
Exceeding the maximum allowed parking shall require a waiver of maximum parking reguired
under the general provisions of Article 6.000.

a. Maximum of 0.8 spaces per 1,000 square feet of GFA for office uses, including

laboratory use and technical office uses (Section 4.34(f).

Maximum of 0.75 spaces per residential dwelling unit (Section 4.31(d-q)).
Maximum of 0.5 spaces per 1,000 square feet of retail (Sections 4.35 and 4.36).
d. Maximum of 1 space per 4 sleeping rooms for hotel use (Section 4.31(i)(2)).

Shared Parking Study. A Development Proposal for development in the PUD-KS District shall

13.17.6

include an analysis of anticipated parking demand for all uses in the development throughout
the course of a typical day and week. This analysis may identify opportunities for reducing the
total amount of parking required to serve all uses through the sharing of parking spaces by
multiple uses. Based on this analysis, the Planning Board may approve a reduced minimum or
maximum parking requirement upon finding that the approved amount of parking will be
sufficient to serve all permitted uses.

Interim Use of Surface Parking. On an interim basis, in anticipation of later construction of

structured parking sufficient to meet all parking requirements, on grade open parking shall be
allowed in a Development Parcel subject to the following conditions:

Note: This version of the zoning text includes all markups. Current zoning text is unmodified. Proposed
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(1) The future parking structure will be constructed within the Development Parcel but it may

be located either on or off of the lot which it will serve;

(2) Construction of the replacement parking structure will commence within four years of the
date of certificate of occupancy for the building initially served by on grade parking;

(3) The future parking structure will contain sufficient spaces for users of the building initially
served by on grade open parking so as to meet the parking requirements for such building;
and

(4) Binding commitments exist to establish, to the reasonable satisfaction of the Planning
Board, that requirements (1) through (3) above shall be satisfied. Such commitments shall be
made by negotiated lease agreement, deed restriction, covenant, or comparable legal
instrument.

13.17.27 Ground Floor Retail and Customer Service Uses. Retail and customer service uses fronting on

and having a public entrance onto a public street or a public open space, located at the first
floor level of a multistory building, and not exceeding 10,000 square feet for each separately
leased establishment shall not be required to provide any accessory parking. Where parking is
provided it shall be subject to the other provisions of this Section 13.17-1-abeve.

13.17.8 Loading. The Planning Board, in its approval of a Final Development Plan, may waive any
requirements for the amount, location and design of loading facilities within a Development
Parcel, and may permit loading facilities to be shared across various uses and lots within the
PUD-KS District.

13.18 mmegmlon Measures Lmrewewmgadevelopmermpropesal

Plann|ng Board shall determine that the proponent has demonstrated at the tlme of F|naI
Development Plan approval, a commitment to implementing a Transportation Demand
Management m_at;u_nﬁrogram consrstent with the reduced_ parking mandated in this

measures to be taken in th|s program must address

(1) The amount of parking provided,
(2) The scale of development,-and the mix of uses proposed, and development phasing,

Note: This version of the zoning text includes all markups. Current zoning text is unmodified. Proposed
additions from the initial proposal are underlined, additions in the Planning Board Recommendation are
double underlined. Deletions are in strikeeut, and Planning Board recommended deletions from the
initial petition are in underlined-strikeout.
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13.19

13.110

(3) The assumptions-employed-with-regard-to-the-proportion efautemebile-use-trips by each
mode for those traveling to the site-,

and the requwements of Sectlon 19. 20 in establlshmg Transportatlon Demand Management

mm;mlmeasures appllcable to any approved PUD. M&MQM

Relationship to MBTA-Urban-Ring Future Transportation Plansring-Preject. In all PUD

application documents, the applicant shall indicate how the proposed PUD development
relates physically to future transportation options intended to connect existing radial transit
lines (subway, commuter rail, and bus), as identified in the K2 Plan, including the

|mplementat|on of bus rapld tran5|t (BRT) serV|ce—the—n4est—eu#em—pians—de¥e+eped-by—the

Residential Uses Abutting Binney Street. Where any Development Proposal locates
residential dwellings along Binney Street, the Planning Board shall, in approving a Final
Development Plan containing such residential units, be satisfied that the negative impacts of
truck and other heavy vehicular traffic on Binney Street will be adequately mitigated for the
residents of the proposed dwelling units. Such mitigation shall be achieved through the
location of the buildings within the Development Parcel and the distribution of activities within
those buildings; the provision of setbacks, landscaping and similar kinds of buffers; the
inclusion of non-residential uses at the ground floor; the employment of construction
technigues to minimize the transmission of sound and vibrations; and/or through the
employment of any other appropriate measures.

13.111

Special Requirements, Conditions and Standards Applicable to Certain Development

13.111.1

Authorized by the Planning Board in Kendall Square. The Planning Board shall approve a
Final Development Plan in the PUD-KS District only after finding that in addition to all other
applicable requirements the following reguirements-standards have been met. The Planning
Board shall, in addition, include conditions in the approval of a Final Development Plan that
will ensure ongoing compliance with these requirements.

Reguired Active Uses. Final Development Plans shall enhance the public pedestrian usage of

the sidewalks and create a sense of neighborhood continuity by providing an interesting, lively
and active presence at street level. Accordingly, for those buildings in the PUD immediately
fronting a public street, public park, or public plaza, with the exception of buildings on a
Government Owned Lot that are exempt from GFA per the provisions of Section 13.112, the

Note: This version of the zoning text includes all markups. Current zoning text is unmodified. Proposed
additions from the initial proposal are underlined, additions in the Planning Board Recommendation are
double underlined. Deletions are in strikeeut, and Planning Board recommended deletions from the
initial petition are in underlined-strikeout.
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first floors of these buildings shall generally be planned, designed, constructed and used for

Active Uses as defined required below.

[

=

o

e

@

=

=

Definition of Active Uses. For purposes of this Section, “Active Uses” shall mean retail
business and consumer service establishments listed permitted in Section 13.12.4;
institutional uses that are generally open to the public, such as museums and exhibition
spaces; chi i i i ili i i . and
other uses i i ich the Planning Board
determines meet the goals of this Section.

For the purposes of this Section, Active Uses shall specifically exclude lobbies or other

At a minimum, a total of at least seventy-five percent (75%) of the frontage on the ground
floors of such buildings facing Broadway and-or Third Street shall be devoted to spaces
containing Active Uses. The Planning Board shall review an Active Use Plan as a
component of a Development Proposal and a Final Development Plan describing how the
proposal meets the requirements and intent of this Section.

Active Uses shall have one or more entrance(s) from the sidewalk or plaza separate from
the principal entrance of the building serving non-retail uses. Adequate space shall be
provided along sidewalks adjoining active uses for outdoor activity (e.g. café seating)
associated with those uses. Outdoor courtyards, delineated gathering space, or sitting

areas are encouraged to complement active ground floor spaces.

Notwithstanding the above, the Planning Board, in approving a Final Development Plan,

may grant minor modifications to the requirements set forth in this Section 13.111.1 upon

finding that the proposed Aetive-Use Ground Floors Plan meets the objectives of the
District and the K2 Plan.

Prior to submitting an application for a special permit in the PUD-KS District, the applicant
shall engage the services of a consultant or other party with retail expertise to advise the
applicant in connection with retail and other Active Uses to be included in the applicable
Development Parcel. The recommendations of that consultant shall be included in the
applicable special permit application.

Note: This version of the zoning text includes all markups. Current zoning text is unmodified. Proposed
additions from the initial proposal are underlined, additions in the Planning Board Recommendation are
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13.111.2

Rooftop Mechanical Equipment Noise Mitigation. Sound emanating from rooftop mechanical

13.111.3

equipment on all new or substantially altered structures in an approved Final Development
Plan shall be minimized by the adoption of best available and feasible practices regarding the
location and sizing of equipment, the selection of equipment and sound attenuation measures.

At a minimum, any noise or vibration emanating from new commercial or substantially altered
commercial buildings shall not be normally perceptible at ground level without instruments at a
distance of one hundred (100) feet from the source lot line and shall comply with the
provisions of the City of Cambridge Noise Ordinance applicable to Commercial Areas (as such
term is defined in the Noise Ordinance).

In order to enforce these requirements, the applicant shall provide, in addition to a Noise
Mitigation narrative required as part of Article 19.000 review, acoustical reports prepared by a
professional acoustical engineer as described below:

(a) Prior to and as a condition of the issuance of the first certificate of occupancy for a new or
substantially altered commercial building, an acoustical report, including field
measurements, demonstrating compliance of such building with all applicable noise
requirements; and

(b) Prior to obtaining any building permit to add any new equipment having a capacity greater
than five (5) horsepower to the rooftop, a narrative report demonstrating that there will be
continued compliance with all applicable noise requirements after such addition, and upon
completion of such addition and as a condition thereof, an acoustical report, including field
measurements, demonstrating such compliance.

Innovation Space. A Development Proposal containing at least two hundred thousand

(200,000) square feet of new Office Uses, specifically excluding any office space designated
as Other Government Facility on a Government Owned Lot pursuant to Section 13.112, shall
include a plan for Innovation Office Space meeting the requirements of Section 13.111.3.1.

13.111.3.1 Required Space. For a Development Proposal containing new Office Uses (specifically

excluding any office space designated as an Other Government Facility on a Government
Owned Lot pursuant to Section 13.112), Innovation Office Space within the PUD-KS District
must occupy GFA equal to, or in excess of, the amount of GFA that is five percent (5%) of the
new GFA approved in the Final Development Plan for Office Uses. Existing GFA within the
PUD-KS District may be used to meet this requirement. Where at least 40,000 square feet of
Innovation Office Space is required, Innovation Office Space may be distributed in separate
buildings, provided, however, that each separate “unit” of Innovation Office Space, contains at
least 20,000 square feet. If less than 40,000 square feet of Innovation Office Space is required
to be contained in the PUD-KS District, the Innovation Office Space must be contained in a

single building.

Developers of properties within the PUD-KS District may collaborate with property owners in
adjacent zoning districts in the Kendall Square area to develop joint Innovation Office Space.
In such a case, the total square footage of Joint Innovation Office Space must be large
enough to satisfy the sum of the requirements, if any, for such participating Developers and

zoning districts.

13.111.3.2 Characteristics. For the purposes of this Section 13.111.3.2, Innovation Office Space shall

have the following characteristics:

Note: This version of the zoning text includes all markups. Current zoning text is unmodified. Proposed
additions from the initial proposal are underlined, additions in the Planning Board Recommendation are
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(a) Durations of lease agreements (or other similar occupancy agreements) with individual
business entities shall be for periods of approximately one (1) month.

(b) No single business entity may occupy more than 2,000 square feet or ten percent (10%) of
the entire Innovation Office Space required to be provided in the PUD-KS District,
whichever is greater. The average size of separately contracted private suites may not
exceed 200 square feet of GFA.

(c) Innovation Office Space shall include shared resources (i.e., co-working areas, conference

space, office equipment, supplies and kitchens) available to all tenants and must occupy
at least fifty percent (50%) of the Innovation Office Space. Individual entities occupying
Innovation Office Space may include small business incubators and accelerators, small
research laboratories, office space for investors and entrepreneurs, facilities for teaching
and for theoretical, basic and applied research, product development and testing prototype
fabrication or production of experimental products. Developers within the PUD-KS District
obligated to provide Innovation Office Space, must provide an annual report to the City’s
Community Development Department showing the location and size of all Innovation
Office Space, the number of separately leased spaces, information regarding the number
of tenants, size of company, and area of endeavor.

13.111.3.3 GFA deductions for Innovation Office Space. For a Development Proposal required to provide

Innovation Office Space, 50% of the required GFA devoted to Innovation Office Space shall
not be counted toward the FAR requirements of 13.13.1 and the non-residential GFA
limitations as set forth in Section 13.13.1.1.

13.111.3.4 Variations. In approving a Final Development Plan or a Minor Amendment to a Final

13.111.4

Development Plan, the Planning Board may allow variations in the specific standards and
characteristics set forth in Sections 13.111.3.1 and 13.111.3.2 above, if the Planning Board
finds that the Innovation Office Space, as proposed, will be consistent with the purposes of
these standards and characteristics.

Sustainability. New buildings constructed within the PUD-KS District shall comply with the

provisions of Section 22.20 of the Ordinance. For those construction projects subject to
Section 22.23, LEED certification at the Gold level or better is required. In connection with the
submission requirements of Section 22.24.2.a., the Developer of such buildings shall submit a
Statement of Energy Design Intent produced through the EnergyStar Target Finder tool, or
comparable method. New buildings in the PUD-KS District must incorporate an integrated
design approach and incorporate the best practices for meeting sustainability in the following

five (5) areas:

(a) Energy and Emissions; Steam. Each new building must conserve building energy and, to
the extent applicable, reduce carbon/GHG emissions. The Developer, with each
Development within the PUD-KS District, must evaluate the potential for on-site enerqy
generation or the construction of co-generation facilities within the PUD-KS District. A
Development Proposal for a commercial building shall include a study, prepared by the
Developer, considering the feasibility of connecting the building(s) identified in the
Development Proposal to the existing district steam system.

(b) Urban Site and Landscaping; Water Management. The Developer, for each new
building, must explore opportunities for (i) potable water use reductions, (ii) storm water
management using open spaces, (iii) the incorporation of indigenous vegetation, and, (iv)
stormwater for irrigation purposes. At a minimum, all new buildings within the PUD-KS
District must meet the Department of Public Works’ standards for water quality

Note: This version of the zoning text includes all markups. Current zoning text is unmodified. Proposed
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management and the retention/detention of the difference between the 2-year 24-hour
pre-construction runoff hydrograph and the post-construction 25-year 24-hour runoff
hydrograph. The design of buildings and outdoor spaces must also provide for vegetation
such as canopy trees, green walls and other measures to reduce urban heat gain.

(c) Cool Roofs. All new buildings approved in the District after January 1, 2014, must
employ Functional Green Roofs (as such term is defined in Article 22.000 of this Zoning
Ordinance), high-albedo “white” roofs or a functionally equivalent roofing system.

(d) Monitoring. All new buildings approved in the PUD-KS District shall be required to
conform to the requirements of the Cambridge Building Energy Use Disclosure
Ordinance, Chapter 8.67 of the Municipal Code.

(e) In connection with the approval of a Final Development Plan or in connection with the
granting of a Special Permit pursuant to Article 19 of the Ordinance, the Planning Board
may grant dimensional and other zoning relief in order to permit the construction of a co-
generation facility or other energy systems that allow developments to develop shared
solutions to minimize energy usage.

( A Development Proposal shall include a Sustainability Narrative describing how the
project will meet the requirements set forth in this Section, and shall additionally describe
the consistency of the proposed development with other sustainability goals that may be
established by the City, such as mitigating urban heat island effect, promoting district
enerqgy systems, and preparedness for impacts of climate change.

13.111.5 Contribution to Kendall Square Fund. Prior to issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy for any

13.112

building authorized by a PUD special permit in the PUD-KS District and containing non-
residential uses not exempt from GFA pursuant to Section 13.13.1, the permittee shall be
required to contribute to a Kendall Square Fund established by the City Manager. The
contribution (referred to as a “Fund Contribution Payment”) shall be calculated by multiplying
ten dollars ($10.00) by the number of square feet of new GFA greaterthanis-permittedinthe
basedistricts for all non-residential uses not exempt from GFA pursuant to the provisions of
Section 13.13.1. The City shall use the Fund Contribution Payment pursuant to this Section
13.111.5.

(a) Open Space and Transit Improvements. 67% of any Fund Contribution Payments shall be
allocated for the establishment and betterment of publicly beneficial open spaces located
in the PUD-KS District and adjoining neighborhoods, and transportation improvements
and services to benefit the Kendall Square neighborhood and adjacent neighborhoods not
already required by the City of Cambridge Parking and Traffic Demand Management
(PTDM) Ordinance. The open space and transit improvement funds shall be allocated at
the direction of a committee appointed by the City Manager, which committee shall contain
representatives from Kendall Square and adjacent neighborhoods.

(b) Workforce Development and Training. Thirty-three percent (33%) of any Fund Contribution
Payment shall be allocated separately for workforce development serving residents
throughout the City of Cambridge. The workforce development and training funds shall be
allocated at the direction of a committee appointed by the City Manager.

Special Requirements Related to Government Use on Government Owned Lots. Where a

Development Parcel or Master Plan Area in the PUD-KS district includes a Government
Owned Lot as it is defined below, the special provisions set forth in this Section 13.112 shall
apply notwithstanding any other requlations to the contrary set forth in this Ordinance.

Note: This version of the zoning text includes all markups. Current zoning text is unmodified. Proposed
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(a)

For the purpose of this Section 13.112, a Government Owned Lot shall mean a lot owned

(b)

by the federal government that may be developed in conjunction with a transfer of land to
a private entity, where such transferred land abuts the Government Owned Lot, and
where, for the convenience of the government, the Government Owned Lot is included as
part of a Development Parcel or Master Plan Area. If so included, such Government
Owned Lot shall be clearly identified in a Development Proposal and Final Development
Plan.

Uses on a Government Owned Lot categorized as Other Government Facility in Section

()]

4.33, item (@) in the Table of Use Requlations in this Zoning Ordinance, if included within a
Final Development Plan, shall be exempt from the requirements set forth in this Section
13.112 and elsewhere in the Ordinance, including but not limited to Floor Area Ratio
(FAR) limitations, limitations on non-residential use allowed in a Final Development Plan,
Active Use requirements, Innovation Space requirements, Community Fund contributions
and Incentive Zoning contributions.

Notwithstanding the above, a Government Owned Lot shall be included in calculating the

(d)

area of a Development Parcel for all purposes, including the calculation of FAR limitations
and Open Space requirements. Public Open Space on a Government Owned Lot may be
counted toward meeting the open space requirements of as explicitly provided in Section
13.14, regardless of any temporary limitations on access or use that may be imposed by
the controlling government entity.

If a Special Permit has been granted authorizing development on a Development Parcel or

(e)

Master Plan Area containing a Government Owned Lot in accordance with a Final
Development Plan, and the controlling government entity later separates the Government
Owned Lot from the remainder of the Development Parcel or Master Plan Area, then no
future modification to development on the Government Owned Lot shall affect the
development authorized in the approved Final Development Plan on the remainder of the
Development Parcel or Master Plan Area, and such development shall be allowed to
proceed in accordance with the Final Development Plan.

If a Special Permit has been granted authorizing development on a Development Parcel or

Master Plan Area containing a Government Owned Lot in accordance with a Final
Development Plan, and the ownership of the Government Owned Lot is later transferred
such that it no longer meets the definition of a Government Owned Lot as set forth in
Paragraph (a) above, then the provisions of this Subsection 13.112 shall no longer apply
and any modifications to the Final Development Plan shall be required to conform to the
requirements and procedures set forth in Article 12.000 and this Section 13.10 along with
other applicable provisions of the Zoning Ordinance.

Note: This version of the zoning text includes all markups. Current zoning text is unmodified. Proposed
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B
Frony: Richard Goldberg <rgoidbergl70@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, December 01, 2015 345 M
L{+X City Council; Lopez, Donna; keepCambridgelivable@gmail.com
Subject: Voipe Upzoning

Re Volpe site Upzoning:
Before up-zoning the Volpe site, wouldn't it make sense to know why you're doing it and what the costs will be?

As a member of a nearby neighborhood, I am concerned about more construction, more noise, and yet more
office and commercial space bringing yet more transient brain workers into Kendall Square and spilling over
into Central Square, the heart of Cambridge and the neighborhood center for existing residents, many low-
income, of my neighborhood, the Port.

I know that the City is eager to keep Volpe here, and the thought of giving Volpe a new building and then
getting without cost additional park, residential, office, and commercial space is a deal too good to pass up. Oh,
yes. And we'll get needed affordable housing in addition to more luxury/market units. Prove me wrong that
the addition of a few affordable units and many luxury/market units will not put additional pressure on the few
affordable units left in the neighbhoods abutting mega-development.

There is of course a ptice to pay for the few community benefits embedded in developer giveways. The
proposed building and those near it will have to be very very tall. Buf just how tall? Before giving the
development community the green light, shouldn't we all know what the tradeoffs are? [ personally want to
maximize affordable housing, keep everything no higher than the existing buildings in the neighborhood, have
as much open space as was previously promised. I might be dreaming, but couldn't this site also be
architecturally significant, with a plaza or fountain, or open space design that would signal that here we are in a
city and not an office park? Before you tell me that this just isn't possible [ want to see the numbers, Not vague
approximations, but realistic projections.

Unless you have the numbers you are not making decisions based on anything more than guesswork. Giving
Volpe and the developers a blank check is not operating in the best interest of the community. Hold off until
you have some figures, Otherwise, we'll have yet another monumental shoebox wheih will make the
Cambridge Courthouse seem to be an edifice built on a human scale.

And of course the height of one mega-tower will only serve as a precedent to the surrounding sites.

If you really want community participation in the planning of this site you'll slow down the process and make
decisions based on real numbers.

Thank vou.

Richard Goldberg, 170 Harvard St., Cambridge, 02139
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Ordinance Committee Hearing —~ December 1, 2015

Gerald Bergman, 82 Elm Street M W -

After reading the Volpe up-zoning plan [ am reminded that when | see a lot of
horse... [ expect to find a pony. Unfortunately, [ can’t find the pony in the Voipe plan.

When | earned my masters in Urban planning from St. Louis University 45 years ago,
I never expected that a final determination of an urban up-zoning plan would have
to be made with so many uncertainties and sheer speculation, most of it to protect
the potential developers.

With so much of our up zoning we are determining that private developers are the
ones to bring us out of our affordable housing crisis without committing the
resources that the city could commit to building the housing that we need.

1 am looking for an affordable housing Marshall Plan. This demands sacrifice, it
comes at a cost, and it demands political courage.

1)We could increase the residence exemption through a legislative home rule
petition as Somerville has done to protect owner occupancy. This passes more of the
costs onto those who can afford it.

2) We could increase the tax rate.... we are far under the levy cap. Greatly increase
the amount of money we are putting toward affordable housing. Consider bond bills
for affordable housing. | would think that this could be done and still protect our
bond rating,

3) Replace taltk with real plans to build affordable housing on land we control, and
work to control land and property that is not now under our control.

To that end, some of my bottom line demands for the Volpe site are:

The Volpe site should produce no less that 35% affordable low and moderate-
income housing and additional middle income housing, with an emphasis on 3
bedroom units. The Volpe site should produce no less that 659% residential and 35%
other uses.

The Volpe site should produce significant contiguous and usable open space that is
under city control.

The Volpe site should produce affordable retail and food opportunities
The Volpe site must produce creative designs

The Volpe site can and should entertain the necessary height and density needed to
produce what | have indicated are fundamental features of the development.
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ORDINANCE COMMITTEE HEARING ON REZONING PUD-KS2, 12/1/2015
Comments of Rosemary Booth, 303 Third Street #505, Cambridge MA 02142

* As the owner of a condo directly abutting the Volpe site, | object to the
City’s nnresponsive rezoning process. I strongly object to its failure to
specify the allowable density (FAR) of the anticipated non-federal
parcel in its rezoning petition plan. I also object to the plan’s nominal
FAR of 5.4, which 1 believe is too dense.

REZONING PROCESS

* Since rezoning was proposed last May, I've spoken at five public
hearings. My experience is that citizen views are not being taken into
account; for example, the Planning Board at its 11/17 hearing heard
resident comments at 9PM and discussed none of them; near 11:30PM,
when all but two residents had left, and out of the blue, the Board voted
to remove any limits on the number of buildings up to 500’ on the site.

Is this how Cambridge does zoning?

REZONING PLAN
* [ strongly object to the City’s failure to define an allowable density for
what will become the non-federal parcel of the Volpe site. I see even the

City’s nominal FAR of 5.4 as a problem, as it is nearly twice the existing
allowable FAR of 3.0

* The Volpe Center sits on 14 acres of federal land. Under the GSA’s “land
swap” deal, the government will keep some of these acres for a new DOT
building and give the rest to a competitively chosen developer after he
has finished putting up the new building.

* Why is this a problem? Because no matter how much land the
government decides to keep, Cambridge is guaranteeing its winning
developer the right to put up 3 million square feet of development on the
leftover non-federal parcel,

For example, here is how the density could work out:

fed. | onefed fed. non-fed fed. non-fed
acres FAR aAcres EAR acres FAR

Z 54 4 6.6 5 73




¢ These examples show that, any way you slice it, the FAR of 5.4 in the
rezoning petition is grossly misleading, because density on non-federal
land will depend on how many acres the government and its winning
developer take for the new DOT building.

*  Something can be done. I urge the Ordinance Committee to seize a
leadership role for the Volpe site., Set this rezoning petition aside and
structure a rezoning plan for the non-federal parcel alone, so that the City
has control over density. Take the time to incorporate residents’ desires
via the citywide Master Planning process. Take into account findings of
the Housing Plan that the Council just approved, and plug in high-quality
transportation, economic, and climate/sustainability data for Kendall
Square, contracting for studies if need be.

» [ ask you to use your power as elected officials to ensure a predictably
livable site for our vital urban neighborhood.
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Rosemary Booth <RosemaryBooth@verizon.net>

Monday, November 30, 2015 10:31 AM

City Council

Lopez, Donng, City Manager; CDDat344; Faroog, Iram; Peter Crawley, ECPT President;
Bethany Stevens, ECPT Volpe Subcommittee Chair; Nancy Ryan, CRA President; Lee
Farris, CRA Vice President; Robert C. Johns, Director, the Volpe Center; Robert Zaretske,
(SA Regional Administrator; John Hawkinson

Subject: Objections to Refiled Petition for Rezoning of PUD-KS/Volpe Site

Dear Chairman Vice Mayor Dennis A. Benzan and Members Mayor David P, Maher, Dennis J. Carlone, Leland
Cheung, Craig A. Kelley, Nadeem A, Mazen, Marc C. McGovern, E. Denise Simmons, and Timothy J.
Toomey, Jr.:

As resident owners of a condo directly across from the 14-acre Volpe site we object to the lack of
responsiveness and transparency in the City’s PUD-KS rezoning process, We object to the City’s guarantee of
an amount of development for a “land swap” deal as part of this rushed and complex process. We object most
strongly to the high density that will result from the proposed rezoning,

We ask that you, our elected officials, instead protect the quality of life in Cambridge by disapproving the
rezoning petition, We urge you to structure rezoning to focus only on non-federal land on the Volpe site, the
part under Cambridge control. This rezoning should be solidly grounded in data gathered collaboratively
through the City’s Master Plan process that has just begun and supplemented with information from the just-
approved Housing Plan and by serious, specific studies of transportation and environmental/climate
considerations for the Kendall Square area.

Rezoning process

Our experience is that the City’s rezoning is not a responsive process, In the mere six months since the Planning
Board filed its initial rezoning petition, we, other abutters and neighborhood groups have spoken at five public
hearings. We have written multiple letters detailing concerns about density, open space, transportation, housing,
building heights and some of us have met with City officials. In spite of these efforts, with the single exception
of a small increase in affordable housing, none of our major concerns have been faken into account. On the
contrary, the petition before us now is essentially the same as that filed last May.,

Furthermore, the rezoning process has lacked transparency. At the Planning Board’s hearing on November 17,
for example, public comments were not opened until after 9PM. The chairman instructed speakers not to repeat
anything they said at earlier hearings, but to respond only to new information—such as the Power Point
economic analysis that had just been displayed for the first time, briefly, with no copies distributed. About a
dozen people made public comments, each heid to three minutes. When they were done, Board members did not
take up any of the substantial 1ssues that had been raised, but instead gave their individual opinions on
economic analysis. Close to 1130PM, when all but two of us who had spoken were gone, one Board member
proposed changing the zoning to remove the resiriction of no more than one building at 500° on the Volpe site.
The 500° height is highly contentious, but quickly and with little discussion the Board voted unanimously to
remove any limit on the number of 500" buildings.

Is this how Cambridge does zoning? s this a transparent process?

Rezoning plan



We strongly object to the unpredictably high density that would result if the proposed rezoning is adopted. We
also obicct to the unacceptably high nominal density specified in the rezoning proposal, a floor area ratio (FAR)
of 5.4.

To begin with, we are outraged that Cambridge has guaranteed a developer (to be selected by the government) 3
million square feet of development on the Volpe site—without knowing the size of the parcel on which his
development will be built,

A “land swap” between the federal government and the developer they choose is at the heart of the Volpe site
deal. By the terms of the swap, the government will select a developer to erect a new Volpe building on some
number of site acres, in return for which the developer will be given the rest of the 14 acres to develop.

As the rezoning proposal is written, all of the 14 acres, now federal land, is considered as one parcel for the
purpose of calculating density. The size of the federal parcel versus the non-federal parcel will not be known
until after Cambridge rezoning has been finalized. At that point, developers will send bids fo the federal
government specifying the size of the DOT building they propose o put up, and on what amount of land. The
land on which the new building sits will be the federal parcel. Only after the government reviews all the bids
and chooses the winning one will we know the size of this federal parcel and the size of what’s left, which will
be the non-federal parcel. This is a problem, because the size of the piece that the government retains will
determine the actual density on the non-federal part of the site.

For example, if the government picks a developer’s proposal to site the new DOT building on 2 acres, the
remaining 12 acres of non-federal land could reach a density or FAR of 5.4. This would be bad enough, since
existing zoning allows a FAR of just 3.0 and we favor a limit of 4.0, However, if the government picks a
developer’s proposal to put the new DOT building on 4 acres, a size frequently mentioned, the FAR on the non-
federal parcel grows to 6.6, If the government picks a developer’s proposal that takes 5 acres, the FAR becomes
an outrageously high 7.3, and so forth.

We find it unacceptable that the City not use their rezoning power to control such a critical parameter as
density.

We urge you to put Cambridge back in the lead. Set aside the rezoning proposal and instead structure a rezoning
plan focused on non-federal land. The rezoning should be solidly grounded in resident input via the citywide
Master Plan process that has just begun, as was done for the previous ECaPS and K2 efforts. It should be
grounded as well in the just-approved City Housing Plan, and informed by up-fo-date information on
transpottation and environment/climate considerations, contracted for as separate studies if need be,

Please use your power to ensure a predictable, livable density for our vital urban community,
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Sincerely,

Rosemary Booth and Jerry O’ Leary

303 Third Street, #5065
Cambridge, MA 02142
Rosernary Booth
303 Third Street, #505
Cambridge, MA 02142
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To the Ordinance Committee of the City Council in reference to the
Volpe petition of November 27, 2015.

the Voipe petition presented by the CDC and passed by the Piannmg
Board without revising the petition to address some specific issues.

The firstissue is the upzoning that was drafted by CDf#and approved by
the Planning Board, which would approve a 100% build-out of the Volpe
site now, and includes massive increases in density and vehicle trip
generation and, if approved by the Ordinance Committee as proposed,
would prevent any consideration of ideas that would come from the
city-wide planning process. This raises the question for me of what are
the real values of Community Development? Are they to develop the
city with a real commitment to a sense of community? Or, are they to
develop the city at the expense of the community? It feels to me as if we
are rushing ahead to develop every possible parcel of land at such a
speed that there is little time to consider, truly consider, the
implications for a sense of community.

When the Planning Board made changes on November 17, 2015 to
increase what it calls flexibility for the developer, the Board in fact
allowed for the possibility of multiple 500 foot buildings instead of the
original plan of one 500 foot building. If multiple 500 foot buildings are
constructed, that would dramatically increase the density of the area.

Both the ECAPS and K2 plans required a public park of 7.5 acres, or 42%
of the total space. The new CDD zoning would only require 3.5 acres or

25% of the land to be public open space. We deserve more open space
as a city, as a community. This is one of the last large parcels of land in
the city to be developed. It should include a large public park of at least
5 acres, with none of it on federal property, since, at some future time,
the federal government could decide to restrict public access.

This leaves me with a few questions. What is the point of having any
zoning regulations if, as it now appears, every time a developer asks for
a walver or concession, waivers are granted and it seems that the
regulations are ignored.



And, I must ask, what is the point of inviting community comment if any
recommendations, like the K2 plan of 2013 and the ECAP report of 2001
have little impact on what is happening in the city? This feels like a
charade. Invite the public in, give us 3 minutes at the microphone, and
then do what you want.

We/you have made a commitment to a city wide public planning
process. Please respect the citizens and the process we have set in
motion. Please do not make any final decisions on the Volpe site until
the city-wide planning process can have an impact on that site.

Thank you for your time and attention.
Phyllis Bretholtz
65 Antrim Street, Cambridge, 02139
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Jerry O'Leary
303 Third Street Lnit 505

Voipe Petition

[ feel that the current Volpe petition has two types of problems, which | will call the political
problems and structural problems,

The political problems are real issues that need to be and negotiated. These include: FAR,
residential/commaercial spilt, affordable housing, building heights, public open space. The
numbers for these all need further discussion and analysis.

I certainly support those who are requesting more time so that these problems can be
discussed and given the consideration they deserve.

Tonight | want 1o focus on the structural problems, things which are, to me, just plain wrong.
These structural problems need 10 be addressed no matter how we decide to go forward.

The principal structural probiem is that the current petition does not clearly separate the federal
and non-federal portions of the site. kmportant parameters, fotal area and public open space on
the non-federal parcel depend on the negotiation between GSA and the developer and will not
be known until the developer is picked.

The zoning must be written in a way which allows for this range of uncertainty.

One uncertainty is density. The traditional intent of zoning is to control the density. By basing
the FAR definition on the area of the entire parcei, the current petition guarantees a fixed
amouni of development (GFA) on the non-federal parcel rather than a fixed density (FAR).

A second unceriainty is the area of the public open space on the non-federal parcel, which is the
only part Cambridge conirols. This now depends on the amount of open space demanded by
the government, over which Cambridge has no control,

These uncertainties lead to unintended consequences. With a fixed amount of development,
the building density on the non-tederal land can vary wildly depending on the area of the federal
land. You have seen some of the numbers earlier or can find them in a letter we submitied.

As an absolute minimum, the zoning petition needs fo be rewritten 1o break this connection, |

believe the best way to do this is to make a clean separation and have the zoning based only fo

the non-federal portion of the site. This could be achieved with only a few minor changes to the

current petition.

1. Define the petition to apply io the non-federal portion of the site. In particular, define FAR so
that it Is based on the area of the non-federal portion the site; and,

2. Specify the amount of non-federal public open space in the zoning.

The first result of this change would be that the amount of development (total GFA) would now
depend of the size of the federal fand, but the density would remain the same. If GSAwants a



larger federal site, the allowed amount of non-federal development would decrease. This would
pressure the developer 1o negotiate for the smallest feasible site to the GSA, giving Cambridge
some ieverage in the development process,

A second result of this change is that the zoning would give a realistic description of what the
resuiting development would look like. With set of reasonable definitions, we could begin a set
of productive discussion and debate would proceed more smoothiy.

| feel that these changes would provide a sound structure upon which the development could
move forward,
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PEACLE BE UNTO TO YOU, BECEMBER 1, 2015

PM HASSON RASHID, AND 1 RESIDE AT 820 MASSACHUSETTS AVENUE, MY PUBLIC
COMMENT IS AS FOLLWS:

THE REVISED VOLPE UP-ZONING PETITION FOR THE PUD-KS AREA, OR ANY OTHER
AREA IN THE KENDALL SQUARE DISTRICT OF THE CITY, IS NOT PART AND PARCEL
OF ANY INSTRUMENTATION, FOR THE COLLECTIVE ADVANCEMENT OF
CAMBRIDGE’S HOMELESSNESS SECTOR AND MOSAIC. AS A MATTER OF FACT THE
VOLPE CENTER 18 IN DIRECT VIOLATION OF TITLE V OF THE MCKINNEY-VENTO
HOMELESS ASSISTANCE ACT (42 U.5.C. 11411-11412). REGULATIONS ARE AT 24 C¥R
PART 581, THAT’S SURPLUS FEDERAL PROPERTIES FOR USE TO ASSIST THE
HOMELESS (FITLE V). THE TITLE V PROGRAM HAS HELPED LOCAL GOVERNMENTS
REDUCE HOMILESSNESS IN CITIES ACROSSE AMERICA,

THE KENDELL SQUARE DEVELOPMENT PLANS FOR THE PUD-KS AREA, INCLUDING
THE VOPLE RE-ZONING PETITION BOESN'T INCLUDE ANYTHING USEFUL FOR OUR
HOMELESS SUB-POPULATION HERE IN CAMBRIDGE. THIS TYPE OF SELFISHNESS IS A
DISREGARD FOR THLE NEEDS OF HOMELESS HUMAN BEINGS, TO ACHIEVE THEIR
HUMAN SHARE., OUT RIGHT THE VOLPE RE- ZONING PETITION IS ALSO A FAILURE IN
HELPING TO FACILITATE SUCH A PROCESS, THE PETITION SHOULD HELP TO
MAXIMIZE EACH PERSON ABILITY, INCLUDING THE HOMELESS, TO GAIN BETTER
ACCESS TO THE RESOURCES IN THE PUD-KS AREA, AND OTHER ARFEAS OF KENDALL
SQUARE. THE VOLPE RE-ZONING PETITION IS ACTUALLY PART OF AN EXPLOITATION
OF POWER, THAT BECOMES A DRIVE FOR DOMINATION, RATHER THAN
PARTICIPATION OF HOMELESS CFFIZENS.

THE RECENT CHARRETTE ON HOMELESSNESS HELD HERE IN CAMBRIDGE,
PRESENTED RECOMMENDATION TO THOSE IN ATTENDANCE AND THE CITY POLICY
MAKERS AND ADMINISTRATORS, £TC., ON ENDING HOMELESSNESS HERE IN
CAMBRIDGE, THESE RECOMMENDATIONS ARE INTENDED 1O PUT HOMELESS PEQPLE
INTO UNIQUE POSITIONS, 5O THAT THEY CAN OBTAIN AND ACHIEVE, WITHIN THE
CONTEXT OF THEIR ENVIRONMENT, THESE THINGS THAT MAXIMIZE THEIR
SURVIVAL, AND THE CONTINUATION OF THEM SELVES TO THE BEST OF THEIR
ABILITIES.

THE CHARRETTE RECOMMENDATIONS WERE PUT ONTHE TABLE AT CITY HALL, TO
HELP DEFEND THE HOMELESS FROM THE GREED OF OTHERS, AND TO HELP THE
HOMELESS OBTAIN ASYLUM FROM PREDATORY OPPRESSION. THIS RE-ZONING
PETITION IS OUT OF STEP WITH THE MASTER PLANNING PROCESS, THE
CONSULTANTS HIRE TO IMPLEMENT 'Y, CAMBRIDGI'S ANNUAL PLANNING
PROCESSES THAT MUST BE IN CONCORD WITH CAMBRIDGE’S FIVE YEAR
CONSOLIDATING PLANNING/REPORTSAND OTHER GOVERNMENTAL DEPARTMENTS,
AND LOCAL PROVIDERS PRIORITIES, TO HELP THE HOMELESS PEQPLE 1O

. ESTABLISH MECHANISM THAT WILL INSURE THE SURVIVAL OF THEMSELVES AND
THEIR KIND THROUGH THE ENDING OF HOMELSSNESS, '

FINALLY, THE CITY POICY MAKERS, AND MUNICIPAL ADMINSTRATORS SHOULD BE
COMMITYED TO PURSUING ALL AVAILABLE AVENUES TO ENSURE THAT FEDERAL,
STATE, AND LOCAL AGENCIES, DO NOT CONTINUE TO HOARD SURPLUS PROPERTY
THAT COULD BE PUT TO BETTER USE, TO IMPROVE THE LIVES OF HOMELESS
INDIVIDUALS AND FAMILIES. THANK YOU,

YOURS IN PEACE,
MR. HASSON J. RASHID
CAMBRIDGE,MA
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Public Sguare

Park

Oiher Gresn Spaces

Total Open Space

f the Arsas of Public Ovan Soaces:

Measuring from Subtracting the Grass and Tree
facade {0 facade Streets Istand Only -~
1.50 acres 0.94 acres 043 acres . . .

Measuring 1o sidewalk line and facade of Community Center o
3.34 sores 3.34 aCres 3.34 acres .'

Measiring to sidewalk line and facades of buildings

043 aoras 043 acres 043 acres o I
527 acres 4.71 acres 420 dcres .
37% of 14 acre site 33% of 14 acre sile 30% of 14 acre site -

Hubding Gross Bauare Footages:

Residential

Office/RAD
Retail
Community Center

Total

1,868,000 GEF 1698 units @1,7100 GSFfunit
2,273,000 GSF
216,000 GHF
37000 GSF

4284 000 G5F on the 14 acre site FAR =71






To: Cambridge Mavyor and City Councilors

From: Cambridge Residents Alliance

Subject: Cambridge Residents Alliance opposition to approval of the current Volpe petition
Date: Nov. 30, 2015

The Volpe tract is a critical location for linking Cambridge neighborhoods. The Voipe parcel is one of the largest
left in Cambridge, so dramatically increasing its zoning will impact all of Cambridge. It does not make sense to
approve a petition for a 100% build-out of the Voipe site now, because the petition includes a massive ingrease in
density and vehicle trip generation, and cuts off all zoning options that will emerge as feedback from the new
citywide planning process.

The current Voipe upzoning petition was drafted by the Community Develgpment Dept., and has been approved
with some changes by the Planning Board.

Development density

The CDB petition has a radical increase in building beights and density compared with the K2 Plan in 2013 and
the ECAPS report in 2001

GFA {sq. ft. allowed}): Compared to ECAPS, the CDD petition increases commerczai space by 63% and residential
space by 15%,; it will allow an jncrease from a total of 2 million square feef to almost 3 million sa, ft.

FAR (density}: FCAPS: 3.0 commercial, 3.36 residential, K2: 4.0, The DD petition: 5.4, counting the federal land
and building.

Height: ECAPS: some sections of 65, some up 1o 250°. K2: Allow limited heights up to 250’ {commercial} and 300
{residentiall. The CDD petition: possible muiltiple buildings 500" tall; they can be commercial or residential. For
comuoarison, the Marriot Hotel in Kendali Sq. is 280'; the Courthouse is 280'; and Rindge Towers is 270, In Boston,
the Pruis 750°; 111 Huntington Ave. {the building with a crown on top} and One Post Office Sg. are hoth around
500,

The Planning Board made changes on 11/17/15 to increase “flexibility” for the developer: Instead of one
single 500-foot-tall building, the board could aillow multiple 500-foot buildings. The board could also allow the
butldings to be wider at heights above 2507,

Housing
ECAPS, K2, and this petition all require a 40% minimum of housing. The CDD petition will result in about 1000
units. Given that Kendall Sqg. already has a very high proportion of commercial space relative to residential space,
any increase in density or height above the current zoning should go largely 1o housing. The rezoning should
increase the required minimum residential space fo atleast 680%, instead of the current 40%. There is no
mechanism to encourage homeownership, so the housing will likely be rental; encouragement of homeownaership
of some units should be added.

The increase in below market housing to 20% {15% low/moderate-income and 5% middle-income} is
good, but is not adequate. Instead the Cambridge Residents Alllance calls for the petition to reguire at least 20%
low/moderate and 5% middle-incore housing, and in fact, substantially more is needed. All of the reguired
3BRs should be affordable to low, moderate, and middle-income families, which would ensure that they are
inhabited by families, rather than by roommates.

Traffic
A new traffic study by CDD said the pace of development will be faster than predicted in 2012; Kendal] will now be
built out by 2030, The study stated increased vehicle trips for full build out for all of Kendall S$q. development:
10,012 office, 2154 res., 1891 retail. Total increase = 14 057 vehicle trips/day.

The city/state Kendall Square Mobility Task Force will release transportation recommendations in early 2016,
The Volpe rezoning should not be finalized untll these recommendations can be integrated into the planning.




Open Space

ECAPS and K2 both required a public park of 7.5 acres, or 42% of the total space; the new CDD zoning would only
require 3.5 acres or 25% of the land to be public open space. That is a huge reduction, especially given the huge
increase in the density and heights of the buildings, which instead should require an increase in open space.

The new CDD zoning should reguire a large public park of at ieast 5 acres, with a public easement on the
park land. The cusrent language permitting half of the public open space to be on federal land is not acceptable.
None of the federal government’s open space should count toward the open-space requirement, because the
federal government could choose o tighten its access restrictions at any time, In addition, sidewalks, roof decks,
roadways should net count when calculating open space.

Health and Safety

The health and safety provisions of individual building review are weakened in the proposed zoning. The CDD
zoning reduces existing zoning requirements that provide for measurement and mitigation of the impacts of large
buildings, such as shadows, excessive wind, light, noise, and views. These health and safety provisions should be
at least as strong as in the current zoning,

Community Benefits

The proposed petition does not say community benefits should go to the nearby neighborhoods. Instead, a
significant portion of community benefits should be invested in the most impacted neighborhoods adjacent to the
development, and made part of a participatory budgeting process for residents,

Governarce process

A guick financial analysis was done by the Redevelopment Authority’s consultant HR&A, [t stated that the
proposed zoning would enable the developer 1o earn a “modest” profit of 15%. The Planning Board concluded
that analysis meant no further community benefits could be required in the zoning. They noted that the
developer would very likely come back to request further changes in the zoning. Although councilors and
residents need more information to understand the impact of additional desired changes to the petition, finangial
analysis should not cause the ¢ity to approve upzoning unless that upzoning benefits the city as a whole.

There has been littie public process to develop the current petition’s changes to the K2 plan. Yhe city should
either fold the proposed Volpe zoning changes into the citywide planning as an early action item, or start the
ple” . ng over and create a residents” advisory committee, The Volpe petition, the MXD petition, and the
atready approved MIT development proposals will have inter-related impacts on housing, traffic, innovation
space, and open space, 5o those proposals should be considered together. We ask that yvou do not approve the
Volpe petition without revising it to address all the concerns discussed above.

Cambridge Residents Alliance - PO Box 390487, Cambridge, MA 02139 hittpy//www.cambridgeresidentsaliiance.org/
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Lopez, Donna

o

From: Bethany Stevens <bethanystevens@me.com>

Sent: Sunday, November 29, 2015 11:00 AM

To: City Council

L 8] Lopez, Donna; Paden, Liza; City Manager; Jan Devereux; Farcog, Iram
Subject: Dec. 1 ordinance hearing - alternatives

Attachments: alternative plan proposal.pdf, PUD-KS2 alternative proposai.jpeg

Dear Councilors,

Attached please find an alternative proposal the East Cambridge Pianning Team’s Volpe Subcommittee has
put together to demonstrate that open space and buillding height does not need to be sacrificed to achieve
GSA's redevelopment goals. While there are still questions about whether the proposed density is too high
and whether the City's infrastructure capacity can support such density at this site, even within the framework
of this increased density, we do not believe the City’s primary goals regarding open space and building height
need to be sacrificed,

Please include the two attachments: the pdf file explaining the alternative proposal and a map of this
alternative proposal, as part of the record for the upcoming December 1st Ordinance hearing.

Sincerely,
Bethany Stevens

166 Spring Street
Chair, ECPT Volpe Subcommittee
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Bethany Stevens, Chair
Subcommittee on Volpe

Bast Cambridge Planning Team
bethanystevenslme.con

November 27, 2015

Dear City Councll, Conncilor-Flect Jau Devereux, CDD), and Planning Board:

The attached plan demonstrates that even if the forthcoming financial analysis dictates
that the GFA must be increased to the very high extent suggested in the 11/9/15 rezoning
proposal, there 18 no need to increase heights above 3007 or to require any less than 5 acres
of non-Federal open space,

Features of the plan:

o It accommmodates all the GFA and housing GFA in the 11/9/15 proposal {and even slightly
more, leaving some flexibility).

e It has no bulldings over 308, Ag the CDD observed on page 22 of their 5/5/15 PUD-
KS Zoning FProposal Revisions, “Not much I8 gained on the ground by increasing to 400
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{podinm requirements are large)

e It accommaodates more than 5 acres of non-Federal open space, Including a 4.8-acre public
park, Sufficient open space is necessary for stormwater management, to prevent flooding.
This memorable park conld contain a monument, a lountain, a nature walk with a pond, a
civie gathoring space, u picturesgue flower garden with brick-paved walkways, and/or .. ..

o The Federal Government retaing a 2-acre site. As the map shows, this is more than enough
for an 80-foot bulfer around its new 375,000 sq. ft. building (inore than the 50-foot buffer
assuwmed by CDD on page 21 of their 5/5/15 PUD-KS Zoning Proposal Revisions). In fact,
the FAR on the Federal pars of the site in thig plan, 4.3, is still substantially less than the
effective FAR on the non-Foderval part of the site.

&« The public park is well framed, and has a network of fingers reaching ont westwards and
towards 5th St and the rvesidential neighborhoods to the north. A dramatic arch placed
on Binney 3t. opposite 5th 5t. could mark the entrance into the Volpe park.,

& The heavily used pedestrian rountes through the Volpe site will be those emanating from
the T Station, once all the construetion in the surrounding areas is completed, Pedestrians
exiting the T and passing throngh the Marriott will immediately see natural routes leading
them through the park, connecting to Broad Canal, or diagonally to 3rd St. beading north,
or northward to 5th 5. and the older residential neighborhoods, whatever their destination
is.

e New residential buildings overlook the park, or look out over lower buildings.
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o Height increases gradually from north o south,

e Aligning taller buildings along a north-south axis {along the western hall of the site)
minimizes the cityscape as seen from the nearest residential neighborhoods.

o The Loughrey Walkway {Mid-Block Connector) could become a pedestrian market with
ground-level retail. The new residential buildings along the park should also house ground-
level retail.

o The Federal building will have no retail, so it makes gense to place it in the interior of the
site, instead of along & major street,

o The plan vespects all the K2 design guidelines regarding height, setbacks, and building
separation, except that the building at upper left along Binney is permitted to reach 200
feet, (This would have been allowed also in the 11/9/15 proposal.)

e There is still ample Hexibility. The ratio of residential to commercial GFA can be adjusted
simply by redesignating office buildings as residential buildings, or by adjusting the height
above which a mixed building becomes residentisl. The total GFA can be increased by
placing a 250300 residential tower on the 250" office building that does not yet have
one., The total GIFA can be decreased by shrinking footprints, or by removing buildings.
The positions of the buildings can be rearvanged and the shapes of the buildings can be
changed, since the GFA can be reduced slightly while still accommeodating the 2,972,000
non-Federal sguare feet asked for.

Some cormnents on the ian:

o All the trees shown are existing trees from the satellite image. Many of the existing trees
on the public park are mature irees move than five stories high.

e Opacity indicates bullding height.

e The buildings ab lower left are office space up to 250° {(blue) with the part from 250 to
300 being residential (yellow).

e Buildings are set back above 85 to minimize the appearance of height from the ground,
as reconnmnended by the K2 design guidelines.

o Two short paved access voads, off of Binney and off of Broadway, are added in gray so
that every butlding can have a loading dock along a road that is not Broadway, Binney, or
3rd bt

o Actual shapes of buildings should be more interesting than shown; the map is intended
only to give a vough sense of the layout at this density.

Conclusions: There have been fears that if we do not increase heights beyond 300 and if we
do not reduce open space, then it will be inpractical to butld enough GFA and the deal will
be killed. The pregent plan shows that such fears are unfounded. What remains is only the
question of whether the Cliy of Cambridge wants to proactively guide the design, instead of
letting the development spread over most of the land in whatever shape. To guarantee that
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the City benefits from the layout and the open space, please consider the following zoning
suggestions

e Require at teast 3 acreg of non-Federal open space. 1 i3 important that it be non-
Federal, since after all the construction is finished, the Federal Government could
decide to bulld a second building on its open space, and the City would be powerless
to prevent this

s Require that the southenst corner bounded by Broadway, 3rd, and Potter Sireets be
made a public park.

s Limit building height to 3007, and require that any building portion above 250" be
residential.

Finally, if the financial analysis ends up showing that less than 2,972,000 non-Federal square
feet of GFA ave vequired, then please reduce the FAR or increase the housing percentage.

Sincerely,

Bethany Stevens, Chair
Subcommitiee on Volpe
Eagt Cambridge Planuing Team









this preliminary information, and expect that the Ordinance Committee will
require a more detailed analysis before deciding what concessions the City is
willing to make in this unprecedented land swap deal.

We lock forward to your presentation at ECPT on December 9th as many
members beyond the ECPT Volpe Subcommiitee have questions about the newly
acquired information relative to finances and traffic, as well as concerns about the
limitations on open space, housing and the relaxed building heights proposed by
the Planning Board.

We look forward to continuing to work with you to ensure that the final outcome
achieves the best possible result for the City,

Sincerely,

Bethany Stevens
Chair, ECPT Volpe Subcommittee

p.s. As Peter Crawley has taken on the presidency of ECPT, I have taken over the
duties of Chair of the Subcommitiee. Please feel free to communicate with me
directly.



CHAPTER 5

THE HIGH COST OF MINIMUM
PARKING REQUIREMENTS

Donald Shoup

ABSTRACT

Purpase — Thiv chapter estimates how minimn parking requirenients
increase the cost of constructing housing, office butldings, and shopping
centers. It also explaing proposed legisiation to Hmit how nmech parking
cifies can requive in transit-rich districts.

Methodology — T assembled data on the cost of constructing office
buildings, shopping centers, and parking spaces in eight American cities,
and data on the minipnan parking requivements in these cities. I then
combined the parking construction costs with the mumber of required
parking spaces for each land wse to estimate how the wiimum parking
requirernients increase development costs for office buildings and shop-
ping cemniers.

Findings — Minimum parking requirements increase the cost of construct-
ing « shopping center by up to 67 percent if the parking is in an abave-
growwd structure and by up to 93 percent if the parking is undergrownd,

In suburban Seaiile, parking requivements force developers 1o spend
between $I0.000 and 314000 per dwelling to provide wmised parking
speces.

Parkiag: Tssues and Policies

‘Framsport and Sustainability, Volame 8, 87—113
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88 DONALD SHOUP

On g (ypical construction site in Los Angeles, pavking requirements
reduce the number of units in an apartiment buitding by 13 percent.

Practical implications — To mivigaie the high costs imposed by minipum
parking requirerents, California iy considering legisiation 1o set an upper
Hmit on how wmuch parking cities can requive fn fransit-vich districts: no
more than one space per dwelling wnit or two spaces per 1,000 square feet
{93 sguare meters) of commercial space. This legislation would fimit
parking requirements, but it would not Iinit the parking supply because
developers can ahvays provide more than the requived number of spaces if
they think demeand justifies the added cost,

Value of paper — This chapter measures how mininuon parking reqguive-
ments increase the cost of housing, office buildings, and shopping centers
in order to subsidize parking, Urban historians often say that cars have
changed the city, but wrban plunning has also changed the city fo favor
Cars.

Keywords: Parking; parking requirements, real estate; infill
developmient; housing

A ity can be friendly to people o i can be friendly to cars, but it can't be both.
— Enrigus Peflalosa

City planners are put in a difficult position when asked to set the minimum
parking requirements in zoning ordinances, largely because they must
rely on guesswork. Planners do not know the parking demand at every site,
or how much the required parking spaces cost, or how the requirements
merease the cost of urban development. Nevertheless, planners have mana-
ged to set parking requiremenits for hundreds of land uses in thousands of
cilies — the Ten Thousand Commandments for off-street parking.

Critics of muinimum parking requirements argue that these regulations
subsidize cars, increase traffic congestion and carbon emissions, pollute the
air and water, encourage sprawl, raise housing costs, damage the economy,
degrade urban design, reduce walkability, and exclude poor people. To my’
knowledge, no city planner has argued that parking requirements do nos
have these havmiful effects,

In Parking Reform Made Easp, Richard Willson {20132} recommends
analytical and practical ways for planners to justify reducing or eliminating
parking requirements. As Willson says, “All the land-use plans, design
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reviews, and streetscape renderings in the world will not produce desired
oufcomes if we do not reform parking requirements” (Willson, 2013b,
p. 303 But planners must first wans to reform before anything will happen.

To show the need for reform, this chapter examines how parking
requirements can dramatically increase the cost of constructing new build-
ings. Afier all, if planners do not know how much reqguired parking spaces
cost, they cannot know how much the parking requirements tnevease the
cost of development, So how much do the required spaces cost, and how
much do they increase the cost of urban development? T will answer these
questions, and will then use the answers to make the case for reducing or
removing off-street parking requirements.

THE COST OF REQUIRED PARKING SPACES

Because construction costs vary by location, there s no single measure of
how much a parking space costs. But we can estimate the price tag in dif
ferent locations by using published estimates of local construction costs.
Rider Levett Bucknall {RLE), an mternational consulting firm that specia-
lizes In estimating real estate construction costs, publishes quarterly cost
estimates for several real cstate categories in cities around the world,
including 12 cities in the United States.” Table 1 presents RLB's estimates
of the average cost of parking spaces in these 12 American cities in 2012,
Even within the same city, the cosi can vary according to the soil condi-
tions, the height of the water table, the shape of the site, and many other
factors. RLB therefore reports both a low and a high construction cost; for
simplcity; { have used the average of these two costs for each city.

Columns | and 2 show the average cost per square foot fo butld under-
ground and aboveground parking structures. The average parking space,
inctuding the access aisles, occupies about 330 square feet (31 square
meters). Given this size, Column 3 shows the cost per parking space for an
underground garage. For example, the average cost of constructing an
underground garage in Boston is $95 per square foot, and the average space
cceupies 330 square feet, so the average cost of a parking space is $31,000
{$95 x 330} Across the 12 cities, the average cost per space ranges from a
low of $26,000 1 Pheoenix to a high of 548,000 in Honolulu, with an overall
average of 334,000 per space. For an aboveground garage, the cost per
space ranges from $17,000 in Phoenix to 329,000 in Chicago and San
Francisco, with an average of $24,000,
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Table ;. The Construction Cost of a Parking Space,

City Construction Cost per 8q Ft Construction Cost per Space
Linderprouad Aboveground Uhnderground Ahovegronnd
Sisg Tt Siae I $ispace Sispace
{1 (2 {3y=(F)x 330 (4= {2} 330
Boston 95 75 JEEO0 25,000
Chicago P 88 36,6400 20,600
Denver T8 35 20,000 IR,000
Honohda 145 75 48,060 25,000
Las Vegas 165 a4 15,000 22,06
Lag Anpgeles 108 33 35000 27,000
New York 105 85 35000 8,000
Phoenix 80 53 26,000 17.000
Portiand 15 TH 35,000 26000
San Francisco 15 g8 38,000 29060
Seattle 15 73 35,000 25000
Washington, DC 38 45 29 600 22 000
Average H13 T4 34000 24,0606

Source: Rider Levett Bucknall, Guarterly Construction Cost Repere, Thivd Orearter (2012

These estimates refer to the cost of cemstrueting a parking space. For
an aboveground garage, the land beneath the garage is another cost
Underground garages also occupy space that could be used for other
purposes, such as storage and mechanical equipment, and the opporfunity
cost of this space has been called the underground land value.” Because
numbers in Table 1 do not include the cost of land, they undercstimate the
total cost of parking spaces.’

To put the cost of parking spaces in perspective, we can compare this
cost with the value of the vehicles parked in them. In 2009, the US,
Department of Commerce estimated that the fotal value of the nation’s
246 million motor velicles was 51.3 trillion. The average value of a motor
vehicle was therefore only $5,200.% (This average value seems low because
the median age of the fleet was 10.3 years in 2009.) Because the average
cost of an underground parking space is $34,000, the average vehicle'
s therefore worth about 135 percent of this cost (55,200 3$34,000),
And because the average cost of an aboveground garage space is 324,000,
the average vehicle s worth about 22 percent of this cost {85,200 + 524,000},

A parking space can cost much more than the value of the car parked in
it, and there are also several parking spaces for every car. Using aerial
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photographs of all the off-street parking lots in [lhinois, Indiana, Michigan,
and Wisconsin, Davis et al. {2010} found bhetween 2.5 and 3 off-street
surface parking spaces per vehicle registered in these states. In addition,
Zhan Guo and Luis Schioeter {2013} estimated that suburban streets alone
contain more than enough on-street parking spaces to park all the passenger
cars in the United States,

Parking spaces outnumber cars, and each space can cost much more
than a car parked in it, but planners continue to set parking requirements
without considering this cost. If I buy the average American car for 55,200,
cities require someone else to pay many times more than that to ensure that
parking spaces will be waiting for me whenever and wherever | drive.
Minimum parking reguirements amount fo an Affordable Parking Act.
They make parking more affordable by raising the costs for everything
else. Bo who does pay for all these required parking spaces?

THE COST OF PARKING REQUIREMENTS FOR
OFFICE BUILDINGS

Most cities require parking in proportion to the size of a building, such as
4 spaces per 1,900 square feet of building area. We can use the RLB dat
on the cost of parking spaces to show how parking requirernents increase
construction costs. Bight of the 12 cities in Table 1 require parking in direct
proportion to the size of an office building.” We can calculate the cost of
required parking per 1,000 square feet of building area in these eight cities
by combining the parking reguirements with the cost of constructing a
parking space,

Table 2 shows how the cost of satisfving the parking requirement
increases the fotal cost of constructing an office building, Colunn | shows
the minimum parking requirement in each city, although certain areas of
the city may have higher or lower requirements according to their specific
area plans. Las Vegas, for example, requires 3.3 spaces per 1,000 square
feet. Because the average size of a parking space is 330 square feet, this
translates to 1,100 square feet of parking per 1,000 square feet of office!
building (Column 3). Thus, Las Vegas requires parking structures that are
bigger than the buildings they serve.

Columns 4 and 5 show the RLB data on the cost per square foot for an
office building and an underground garage.® Column 6 shows the cost of
constructing 1,000 square feet of an office building, and Column 7 shows



Fable 2. The Cost of Parking Reguirements for Office Buildings ~ Underground Parking Structure,
City Parking Building Parking Construction Cost Building Parking Cost
Reguiremeni Area Area T - Cast Cost Increase
Building  Parking
Spaces/1.006 S it S It Sis It RIETC M g Ya
s it
(1) @ @=0Ox@x033 @ 5 ©=@x@ D=ExE @i
L.as Vegas 33 1.008 1100 148 i F48,0045 116,000 78
Phoenix 33 1,064 1160 128 ik 128,604 85,000 62
Honeolulu 25 108 a25 233 145 33,000 120,005 52
Portland 2.0 IRUEH G60 138 103 158,000 RRLE 50
Los Angeles 2.0 1,006 Gl 158 18 158,000 THAOR A5
renver 20 E.000 G40 123 78 125,600 IRLEE 41
Seatile L3 1000 330 138 I3 138,000 35,000 25
New York 1.0 {000 330 225 105 225,000 35000 16
Average 2.1 1,008 708 i6t 104 161,625 73,125 47

Source: Rider Levett Bucknall, Quarrerly Construcrion Cost Report, Third Quarer {2012}
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the cost of constructing the required parking. Finally, Column § shows
that the required parking Increases the cost of an office building in Lag
Vegas by 78 percent. Because most developers will provide some parking
even if the ity does not require it, the parking requirements are not respon-
sible for all the money spent on parking, Nevertheless, Columnps 7 and 3
show the minimum cost of the required parking for buildings with under-
ground garages.

The high cost of structured parking gives developers a stroug incentive
to build in low density arcas where cheaper land allows surface parking,
thus encouraging sprawl. Surface lots cost developers less money bul
they cost the city more land that could have better and more profitable
HECS, .

Table 2 ranks cities by how much the required parking increases the cost
of office buildings (Column 8), which turns out to be the same ranking as
by the size of the parking requirement (Column 1} Las Vegas and Phoenix
have the highest parking requirements {3.3 spaces per 1,000 square feet)
and the highest cost mcreases (78 percent and 69 percent). Seattle and
New York have the lowest parking requirements (} space per 1,000 square
feet) and the lowest cost increases {25 percent and 16 percent). The last row
shows that the required parking increases the average cost of an office
building by 47 percent,

Table 2 shows the resulis for underground parking. Table 3 shows the
same caleulations for an aboveground garage. On average, the cost of pro-
viding the required parking in an aboveground structure adds 30 percent to
the cost of an office bullding. Fig. | compares these results from Tables 2
and 3. The higher the parking requirement, the more it costs to construct
an office building,

The average parking requirement for office buildings in these eight cities
is only 2.1 spaces per 1,000 square feef, which is lower than in most
American cities, One survey of 117 cities, for example, found that the
median parking requirement for office buildings was 4 spaces per 1,000
sgquare foet, which iz almost double the average requirement in Tables 2
and 3. Some planners call this requirement of 4 parking spaces per 1,000
sgquare feet for office buildings the “golden rule” or “magic number”
(Shoup, 2011, pp. 612—613}.

Al this required parking takes up a lot of space. Fig. 2 compares the
area of parking required for a H30,000-sguare-foot office building with
the area of the bulldings themselves in 45 American cities. While the
parking lots look large in proportion to the buildings, most of these
cities have atypically low parking requirements. Oaly one city in Fig. 2



Fable 3. The Cost of Parking Reguirements for Office Buildings — Aboveground Parking Structure.
City Parking Building Parking LConstruction Cost Building Parking Cost
Requirement Area Area o Cost Cost incroase
Building  Parking
Space/1 000 Sg i Sgft Sis [t Fisg ft b3 5 %
s it
{1 &3] (B={x@)x0.33 4 (3 Bla@x@ (=03 8)={7)6)
Las Vegas 33 1,000 1100 143 &8 148,000 74,800 5
Phoenix 33 FO00 Lo 128 53 178,600 58,000 45
Portland .0 1000 660 138 73 138,000 504,600 36
Los Angeles 26 1000 G0 158 T8 158,600 51.000 32
Honolulu 2.5 LO00 825 231 83 232,000 68,000 %
Denver 2.0 1000 660 125 35 125 6040 36,000 29
Seattle 1.4 1004 330 138 75 138,000 25000 i
New York 1§41 1500 330 225 83 223,000 28,000 12
Average 2.1 1600 8 6} 71 161,625 48,750 3

Source: Rider Levert Bucknall, Quarierly Constrection Cost Repors Thivd Ouarter (2012}
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(San Jose) requires the common number of 4 spaces per 1,000 square feet
of an office building,

THE COST OF PARKING REQUIREMENTS FOR
SHOPPING CENTERS

Because RLB also provides data on the cost of shopping centers, we can use
the method described above fo estimate how parking requirements increase
the cost of building a shopping center. Tables 4 and 5 and Fig. 3 show these
estimates for underground and aboveground parking structures.

Cities usually require more parking for shopping centers than for office
buildings. Los Angeles’s requirement of 4 spaces per 1,000 sguare feet, for
example, leads to parking lots that are 32 percent larger than the shopping
centers they serve, For underground parking, this requirement increases the
cost of building & shopping center by 93 percent; for an aboveground garage
the cost increase 15 67 percent. In contrast, New York Cuty's requirement of
1 space per 1,000 square fect increases the cost of a shopping center by only
18 pereent for underground parking and 14 percent for an aboveground
garage. On average, the required off-street parking increases construetion
costs by 53 percent i underground and by 37 percent if aboveground.

The average parking requirement for shopping centers in these eight
citles 18 only 2.8 spaces per 1,000 square feet, which is lower than in most
American cities. The Urban Land Institute recommends at least 4 spaces
per 1,000 square feet for small shopping centers, and 5 spaces per 1,600
sguare feet for large shopping centers (Shoup, 2011, pp. 8487} Five park-
ing spaces per 1,000 sguare feet would increase the average cost of
constructing a large shopping center by 93 percent if underground, and by
66 percent H aboveground.

Parking requiremenis would do ne harm, of course, if they did not force
developers to provide more parking than they would supply voluatarily,
But research has repeatedly found that developers usually provide only the
required number of parking spaces, which strongly suggests that the
requirements drive the parking supply. Most recently, using data on 9,27%°
properties in Los Asngeles County, Cutter and Franco (2012, Table 8
found that developers provided ahmost exactly the number of parking
spaces that cities require for office buildings. In their study, the average
parking requirement was 3.02 spaces per 1,000 square feet, and the average
parking supply was 3.03 spaces per 1,000 square feet,



Table 4. The Cost of Parking Requirements for Shopping Centers — Underground Parking Structure.

City Parking Building Parking Consgtruction Cost Building Parking Cost

Requirernent Area Aren T —— Cost Cost Increasse

Building Parking
Space/ 1,000 Sq Sq it Sfsg [t Bisa i 5 % Ya
sq it
£ {23 (= {1 {2 = (.33 {4) {5} Oy (23 xfd} (M= {3x{5} (8= (TH{&

Los Angeles 4.0 1065 1320 i53 1068 P53,040 142,060 93
Phoenix 33 1,060 F100 {358 & 135,000 88,000 a5
FHoneluin 33 1,060 E 100 PAN 145 255,000 160000 43
Denver 25 IR{EE 323 65 78 HE5,000 64,000 61
ias Vegas 40 1,000 £320 228 1445 298,600 132,000 47
Portland 2.0 IR 660 153 1465 153,600 59,000 45
Szattie 24 OG0 0 158 145 158,000 59,000 44
MNew York 1.0 1.006 330 o5 HiR) 195,000 35,000 1%
Average 2.8 1,008 o4 8} 104 181,500 935,758 53

Sowrce; Rider Levett Bucknall, Quarrerly Construction Cost Report, Third Quarter (2012},
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Table 5. The Cost of Parking Requirements for Shopping Centers — Aboveground Parking Structure.

City Parking Reguirement  Building Area Parking Construction Cost Building Parking Cost
Avea S - Cost Cost Increass
Bullding  Parking
Space/ 1,060 Sgfr Sg 1 $isg it eq b 3 %
sq ft
(B €3] {3 ={1x{2x0.33 &3] (5 (Bm@ix{d) (M=)} E={TE

L.os Angeles 4 1.600 1,320 153 78 33060 102,000 67
Phosnix 33 1,006 1 HK 135 53 135,000 58,004 43
Denver 2.5 1.000 2315 143 33 105,000 45,004 43
Honoluty 33 1.000 1100 255 83 255,600 91,000 36
Partland 4 1400 660 133 15 153,000 30,005 33
Seatile 2.4 1,008 a6 158 75 58,000 50,060 32
Las Vegas 4.0 Y 1320 38 68 PRRLEY 29,000 3
New York I.0 1.600 330 195 &5 195,000 28,0600 4
Average 24 1008 914 181 T4 1,851,504 54,125 3

Source: Rider Levett Bucknall, Quarterly Construciion Cost Report, Third Cuarter (20112},

86

dIOHS ATVNGA



The High Cost of Minimum Parking Requivenients 59

g 180% + s

ki 0%

2

p % B0%

= 9‘3 O, - ’:\;6?%

] £ :

¥

- H 80%

o

B o 50%- A7%
p i
€ a0%- o
8o 30%
o 36% %\,
EE ogy e
g G 0 L:\\&’i"
g % 1 - i
b 0% S .

Log Phoenix Honoluly Demver  Las e

Angeles Yegas
# Ungdergreund Parking Structure - Aboveground Parking Sfruciure

Fig. 3. How Parking Requirements Increase the Cost of Constructing Shopping
Centers,

Cutter and Franco {Table 10) also estinated how much an additional
parking space adds to a building’s value. For retall service buildings with
high parking requirements such as restaurants, the last parking space ¢ost
$14,700 more than it added to the building’s value.” High parking require-
ments thus force developers (o provide parking spaces that lose money. In
effect, parking reguirements tax buildings to subsidize parking, Cutter and
Franco (2012, p. 919) conclude, “minimum parking requirements lower site
density, increase land conswmption, oversupply parking and reduce profits
per unil of covered land.”

THE COST OF PARKING REQUIREMENTS FOR
APARTMENT BUILDINGS

City planners cannot predict how many parking spaces an apartment needs
any more than they can predict how many cars a family needs. But the’
parking requirements for apartments help to predict how many cars a
family will own. Even when planners try to measure the “need” lor parking
by observing the number of cars parked af existing buildings, they often
require too much. Seattle’s Right Sme Parking Project, for instance, sur
veyed occupancy at over 200 apartment buildings in the region in 2012,
The parking requirements in suburban Seattle were, on average, 0.4 spaces
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per dwelling unit greater than the observed parking occupancy (King
County Metro, 2013, p. 11). Table | shows that underground parking eosts
535,000 per space in Seattle, and aboveground parking costs 525,000 per
space, These figures suggest that the parking reguirements in suburban
Seattle require developers to spond between 310,000 (0.4 x 525,008} and
514,000 (0.4 x 535,000} per apartment to provide unused parking spaces.

The typical requirement of two spaces per apariment forces developers to
spend at least $76,000 per dwelling unit for parking ¥ the spaces are under-
grountd, or $30,000 per dwelling umit if the spaces are in an aboveground
structure. These estimates refer {0 the average cost of bullding a parking
space. The marginal cost of a parking space, however, can be far higher due
to natural break points in the cost of building a parking structure, For
example, a dramatic break point occurs with the construction of a second
level of underground parking because it requires removing several spaces on
the first level to provide & ramp to the lower level, Therefore, the marginal
cost of the first space on the second level can be far higher than the average
cost of the spaces on the first level. This high marginal cost of excavating a
second parking level severely mits what developers can buiid on a site,

To demonstrate how break points in the cost of building a garage affect
development decistons, Fig. 4 shows a four-story apartment building in
Los Angeles on a typical lot that is 50 feet (15 meters) wide and 130 feet

Fig. 4. Seven-Unit Aparimeni Building on & 50 X 136 Foot Lot {47 Units per Acre}.
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Fig. 5. Tandem Compact Parking Space in Underground Garage.

(40 meters) deep. The city’s R3 zoning allows eight apartments on the site,
and the cify's parking requirement is 2.25 spaces per unit. Eight apartments
would therefore require 18 parking spaces (8§ x 2.25), but only 16 spaces
could be squeezed onto one level of underground parking (Fig. 5 shows
how tightly the spaces are packcd}.g In response, the developer built only
seven apartments on the site, rather than excavate a second level of parking
to provide two additional spaces for the eighth apartment.

In this case, the parking requirement, not the density allowed by zoning,
constrained the number of apartments. If the city had allowed the developer
to provide only two parking spaces per apartment, the developer could have
built eight apariments and 16 parking spaces. The prohibitively high marginal
cost of two more spaces on a second underground level, however, reduced
the feasible number of dwellings from eight to seven, or by 13 percent,

Repealing or reducing a city’s parking requirement does nor mean that
developers won't provide parking, Even without parking requirements, the
developer in the example above would probably have buill a garage with
16 spaces, because the site told the developer that 16 spaces were feasible.
With parking requirements, however, the garage told the developer that
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only seven apartments were feasible. More parking for cars means less
housing for people.

By increasing the cost of development, parking reguirements can reduce
the supply and increase the price of real estate in two ways, First, parking
requirements can reduce the density of what gets built, as in the 13 percent
reduction in gpariments in the example above. Parking requirements
increase the density of cars but reduce the density of people (Manville,
Beata, & Shoup, 2013}, Because parking requirements reduce the supply of
apartments, they increase the price of housing. On some days, planners
think about housing affordability, but on most days they think about park-
ing and forget about housing affordability,

Second, parking requirements not only reduece the density on sites that
are developed, but also reduce the number of sites that are developed. f the
required parking spaces increase the cost of constructing a building by more
than they increase the market value of the building, they will reduce the resi-
dual value of land. Residual land value is defined as the market value of the
most profitable development that could be constructed on a site minus the
cost of constructing it.” For example, if the best choice for development on
a site would cost §750,000 to construct and would have a market value of §1
million, the residual value for the land is $250,000. I $250,000 is not enough
to pay for buying and demolishing an existing building on the site, redeves
lopment won't happen. The residual land value of a site for redevelopment
must be greater than the value of the existing building on the site before a
developer can buy the building, clear the site, and make a profit on a new
development. Therefore, if minimumn parking requirements reduce residual
fand values, they make redevelopment less likely.

in their analysis of parking requirements for retail services, Cutter and
Franco {2612} found that the last parking space adds 314,700 more to g
building’s cost than it adds to the building’s value. Requiring one more
parking space at a proposed restaurant thus reduces the residual land value
of the site by $14,700, Where parking requirements reduce residual land
values, they will reduee infill redevelopment. This reduction in the supply
of real estate drives up the price of everything except parking and shifts the
cost of parking from drivers onto all economic activity in the city.

THE COST OF PARKING REQUIREMENTS FOR
HISTORIC BUILDINGS

Cornell professor Michael Manville {2013) showed how parking require-
ments can reduce the supply of housing by preveating the reuse of historic
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buildings. He examined what happened after Los Angeles adopted ifs
Adaptive Reuse Ordinance (ARO), which allows developers to convert eco-
nomically distressed or historically significant office buldings into new resi-
dential units — with no new parking spaces required.

Parking requirements often make reusing historic buildings difficult or
irmpossible, because old buildings ravely have all the parking spaces cities
require for new uses. Downtown Los Angeles is a prime example. It has the
nation’s largest collection of intact office buildings built between 1900
and 1930, Starting in the 1960s, the city’s wrban renewal program created a
new office district on Bunker Hill and lefl many splendid Art Deco and Beaux
Arts buildings inn the old office district on Spring Street (once known as the
Wall Street of the West) vacant except for retail uses on the grouad floor.

Before Los Angeles adopted the ARO in 1999, the city required at least
two parking spaces per condominium unit in downtown. In the 30 vears
between 1970 and 2000, only 4,300 housing units were added in downtown.
In the nine years after the ARO was adopted, developers created 7,300 new
housing units in 56 historic office buildings. All these office buildings had
been vacant for at least five years, and many had been vacant much longer.

Developers provided, on average, only 1.3 spaces per apartment, with
(.9 spaces on-site and (.4 off-site, often by renting spaces in nearby lots or
garages. I the city had not adopted the ARQO, it would have required at
least two on-site spaces for every condo unit, or more than twice as many
as developers provided. Deregulating the quantity and the location of park-
ing for the new housing was a key factor in restoring and converting the
office bulldings.

Removing the parking requirements also produced other benefits, It
allowed the restoration and conversion of many historie buildings that had
been vacant for years and might have been demolished if parking require-
ments had been maintained. Historic bulldings are a scarce resource in a
city, and the evidence shows that parking requirements stood in the way of
preservation. MNot only did removing the parking requirements preserve
individual buildings, it also helped revitalize an entire historic district. The
ARO applied only to downtown when H was adopted in 1999, but its bene-
fits were so quickly apparent that the city council extended the ARO to sev-
eral other historic parts of the city in 2003.

Parking requirements prevent many good things from happening in
cities, but usually we cannot see the good things that parking requirements
are preventing. Nevertheless, the beautifully restored buildings on Spring
Street unveil what parking reguirements had been holding back. Many
wonderfol buildings were restored and reinhabited only after the city
removed the minimum parking reguirements for these bulldings (Iig. 63



104 DONALD SHOUP

Fig. 6. Office Building Converted to Housing with No New Parking.

Cities also discourage historic preservation if they require additional
parking when a rental apartment building is converted to condominium
ownership. Los Angeles requires at least 1.5 spaces per unit before an
apartment building can be converted to owner-occupancy {Shoup, 2011,
p. 157). Because most old buildings do not have 1.5 parking spaces per
apartment, the solution 18 often to reduce the number of apartments to
maich the number of parking spaces available, either by combining small
apariments to create fewer but larger and more expensive ones, or by
demolishing some apartments and converting the land to parking. More
commonly, developers demolish the rental apartment house and build a
new cotdominium with all the required parking (see Fig. 4). Many resi-
dents of historic buildings would prefer to own rather than fo rent
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their apariments, but parking requirements preclude this opportunity. In
practice, the law discriminates against tenants who would like to own their
housing but have only one car.

CIRCULAR PARKING REQUIREMENTS

Off-street parking requirements are a strong planning intervention baged
on scant, unrclable evidence, Because planners do not know how many
cars every family needs, they cannot know how many parking spaces every
residence needs. And because the number of available parking spaces
affects the number of cars a family will own, the number of cars a family
owns cannol predict the number of parking spaces fo reguire. Minimum
parking requirements increase the demand for cars, and then the sumber of
cars moereases the mirimum parking requirements. [Us ke requiring closet
space in every residence based on how much stuff planners think people
will want to store, and then using the amount of stuff stored in the required
closets (o set the minimum closef requirements.

Because city planners and elected officials don’t know how much it costs
to construct a parking space, they can't take this cost into consideration
when deciding how many spaces to require. Instead, they often use the
cceupancy of parking spaces at existing buildings to estimate the “need”
for parking spaces at new buildings, as though the cost of a space was re-
levant. Since most drivers park free at existing buildings, parking require-
ments based on existing oceupancy at sites with free parking will therefore
reflect the demand for free parking, no matier how much the required
spaces cost. To use a familiar analogy, if plzza were {iee, would there ever
be enough pizza? Charging drivers a price for parking that is high enough
to cover the cost of constructing and operating a garage would reduce the
occupancy rates that planners use {o estimate parking requirements,

PUTTING A CAP ON PARKING REQUIREMENTS

I thought the time to reform parking requirements had finally arrived
when Assembly Bill 904 (The Sustainable Minimum Parking Reguirements
Act of 2012) was introduced in the California Legislature. AB 904 would
set an upper Hmit on how much parking cities can require in transit-rich
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districts: no more than one space per dwelling unit or two spaces per 1,000
square feet of commercial space. The bill defined these districts as areas
within a quarter-mile of transit lines that run every 15 minutes or better,
AB 904 would Himit how much parking cities can require, but it would not
Hmit the parking supply because developers can always provide more than
the reguired number of spaces if they think demand justifies the cost.

Mininwm Parking Reguirements In Transie-Rich Areas

Why would state officials want to limit parking requirements in areas with
good {ransit service? The federal and stafe governments give cities billions
of dollars every vear to build and operate mass transif systems, yet most
cities require ample parking based on the assumption that almost everyone
will drive almost everywhere. Los Angeles, for example, is building its
“subway to the sea” under Wilshire Boulevard, which already has the city's
most frequent bus service. Nevertheless, along parts of Wilshire, the city
requires at least 2.5 parking spaces for each dwelling unit, regardless of the
number of habitable rooms.'® If every one-bedroom apartment has 2.5
parking spaces, how many residents will ride public transit?

Los Angeles also requires fiee off-street parking along parts of Wilshire
Boulevard: “For office and other commercial uses thore shall be at least
three parking spaces provided for each 1,000 square feet of gross floor area
available at no charge to all patrons and employees of those uses.”!! If all
commuters and shoppers can park free, fewer will leave their cars at home
and ride the bus or subway to work or shop on Wilshire.

Close to Wilshire Boulevard in Westwood, 20 public fransit lines serve
the UJCLA campus, with 119 buses per hour arriving during the morning

requdres 3.5 parking spaces for every apartment that contains more than
four habitable rooms, and even a kitchen counis as a habitable room.

On another streteh of Wilshire, Beverly Hills requires 22 parking spaces
per 1,000 square feet for restaurants, which means the parking lot is seven
tines larger than the restavrant. Public transit in this parking enviromment
is as superfiuous as a Gideon Bible at the Ritz.

The Rationale for a Statewide Lanit on Mininwn Parlcing Requfrements

Cities get money from states and the federal government fo build fransit sys-
tems, and then require developers to provide parking spaces that undermine



The High Cost of Minimum Pasking Regiivements 107

these transit systoms. We would own fewer cars, and use them more
sparingly, if drivers instead pald prices for parking that covered the cost of
constructing the parking spaces. Parking requirements arc policy choices,
and choices have consequences.

The rationale for a statewide limit on parking requirements in transit-
rich districts is the same as the rationale for most city planning: the
uncoordinated actions of many individuals can add up to a collective
result that most people don't like. In this case, the uncoordinated parking
requirements of many cities can add uwp to an asphalt wasteland that
blights the environment and compels people to drive. Reducing the
parking requirements in fransit-rich neighborhoods can reduce this blight
by making redevelopment at higher densily more feasible near transit
stations.

The United Kingdom’s guidance on parking policy provides a precedent
for national action to manage local parking requirements, In 2001, the UK.
Department for Communities and Local Govermment (2001, pp. 51-352)
published a guidance document stating that citics should “not require devel-
opers to provide more spaces than they thamselves wish. ... There should be
no minimum [parking] standards for development, other than parking for
disabled people.” Following this guidance, the Greater London Authority
{2004 required its 33 boroughs to set a maximum number of parking spaces
allowed, with no minimum pumber required. For apartment bulldings that
are aear public (ransit or are within a ten-minute walk of a town center, for
example, the maximum number of parking spaces allowed s now one space
per dwelling unit.

Zhan Guo and Shuai Ren at New York University stadied the results of
Londoes’s shift [rom minimum parking requirements with no maximum, to
maximum parking mits with ao minimum. Using a sample of develop-
menis completed before and after the reform, they found that the supply of
parking after the reform was only 68 percent of the maximum allowed, and
only 57 percent of the previous minimum required. If, after the reform,
developers provided only 52 percent of the parking spaces previously
required, and rarely provided as many parking spaces as allowed, the result
tmplies that the previous minimum parking requirement alnost doubled
the number of parking spaces that developers would have voluntarily’®
provided on their own. Summarizing their results, Guo and Ren (2013,
p. 1193} say,

It is clear that, with the mingnum standard but no maximum, most developments do

ot provide more than the minimum reguired. With the maximum standard but ne
minimunt, most developments provide less than e maximum aflowsd.
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They conciuded that removing the minimum parking requirement
caused 98 percent of the reduction in parking spaces, while imposing the
maximumm standard caused only 2 percent.

London's maximum of one parking space per unit everywhere is the
sarme as Cahformia’s proposed cap on miminugn parking reguirements in
transii-rich districts. And even if California does limit how much parking
cities can require, developers could always provide more,

MNational and regional governments guide local parking polcies in the
United Kingdom, but planning for parking is solely 2 local responsibility in
the United States. As a result, American parking policies are parochial.
Because sales taxes are an important source of local public revenue in
California, cities are under terrific pressure fo attract retail sales. Fierce
competition for sales tax revenue puts citics in a race to offer ample free
parking for all potential customers. This battle i an expensive negative-
sum game within a region because more parking everywhere consumes
valuable land and capital, without increasing total regional sales.

Beyond competing {or sales tax revenue, cities have another incentive to
set high parking requivements, Evervone wants {o park free, and parking
requirernents allow elected officials to provide free parking at someone
else’s expense. The required parking spaces cost a lot, but the ¢ost is hidden
in higher prices for everything else.

Opposition from the California Chaprer of the American
Flanning Association

To my dismay, the California Chapter of the American Planning Association
fobbied against the proposed legislation. The California APA (2012, p. D)
argued that AB 904 “would restrict local agencies” ability to require parking
m excess of statewide ratios for transit infensive arcas unless the local agency
makes certain findings and adopts an ordinance to opt out of the
requirement.”

According to the Califoraia APA, all cities should have the night to
require abundant parking in fransit-rich districts without presenting any
findings to show that a high parking requirement is justified, That is, cities
can tell property oewners what to do, bui the state cannot tell cities what
to do. The California APA wanis cities to require parking without being
subiect to any statewide planning.

City planners must, of course, take direction from local elected officials,
but the American Planning Association represents the planning profession,
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not cities. AB 904 gave the planning profession an opportunity to recom-
mend a reform that would coordinate parking requirements with public
transporiation, but instead the California APA insisted on retaining local
control over parking requirements regardless of any wider concerns.’?

Planning for parking is an ad hoc skill learned on the job, and it is more
a political than a professional or technical activity. Most city planning text-
books do not even mesntion minbmmuan parking requirements, Despite their
lack of professional training, planpers in every city must sef parking
requirements for every land use, and they have adopted a veneer of profes-
stonal language to justify the requirements. Simply put, planners are wing-
mg 1t when il comes fo parking reguirements, which are, at best, the
cutcomne of simple tinkering, City planners do not have the omniscience to
predict the need for parking af every restaurant, apartment house, church,
and nail salon. Instead of reasoning about parking requirements, planners
usually rationalize them. Mintmwmn parking requirements result from
comphicated political and economic forces, but city planners enable these
requirements and even oppose efforts to reform them. The public bears the
high cost of this pseudoscience.

Suppose the automobile and oil industries have asked you to devise
planning policies that will increase the demand for cars and fuel. Consider
three promising policies that will make cars essential for most trips. First,
segregating land uses (housing here, jobs there, and shopping somewhere
clse} will mcrease travel demand. Second, Hmiting development density
will spread the city and further increase travel demand. Third, minimum
parking requirements will ensure that drivers can park free at the beginning
and end of almost every auiomobile trip. American cities have unwisely
embraced each of these three planning policies.'” Zoning ordinances that
segregate land uses, limit density, and require parking will ereate sprawled,
drivable cities and prohibit compact, walkable neighborhoods. Urban
historians often say that cars have changed the city, but urban planning
has also changed the city to favor cars.

MINIMAL PARKING REQUIREMENTS

Many people believe that America freely chose s love affaly with the
car, but T think there was an arranged marriage. By recommending mini-
mum parking requirements in zoning ordinances, the planning profession
was both a matchmaker and a leading member of the wedding party.
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Unfortunately, however, planners failed to provide a good prenuptial
agreerent. Now, city planners should become marriage counselors or
divorce lawyers. By working to reform minimum parking requirements,
planners can help to secure a fair and friendly settlement between people
and cars where the relationship no longer works well.

Minimum parking requirements Imit urban development. They often
force developers to provide more parking than necessary, or {o construct
smaller buildings than the zoning allows. Parking requirements promote an
unsustainable city. I cities require ample off-strect parking cverywhere,
maost people will continue fo drive everywhere, even if Santa Claus delivers
a great transit system. Cities get the traffic they plan for and the behavior
they subsidize.

The California Legislature has delayed action on the bill to cap parking
requirements in transit-rich areas. Nevertheless, the proposal has already
fomented debate within the planning profession. Should cities have mini-
mum parking requirements with no maximums, like Los Angeles? Or
should they have maximum parking lmits with no minimums, like
London? Or neither? And should state or national governments limit how
much parking cities can require? Parking is an important policy issue and
not merely a regulatory detail.

City planners should begin to consider minimal, not minimum, parking
requirements. “Minimal” means barely adequate, or the smaliest possible
number, depending on the context. A minimal parking requirement would
thus require planners fo estimate an adequate number of parking spaces,
after taking all the costs into account. For example, can the adjacent roads
handle all the additional fraffic caused by the cars that will park in the
required spaces? Can the city's air safely absorb all the additional vehicle
emissions? Can the ecarth’s atmosphere safely absorb all the additional
carbon emissions? How will the required parking spaces increase the cost
of housing and al other real estate? And who will pay for all the required
parking spaces?

If they are faced with the impossible task of caleulating the costs and
benelits of parking spaces required for every building in every location,
planners may appreciate the idea of going Duich on parking: Fach driver
can pay for his or her own parking, and planners should abandon the idea’
of parking requirements. If you pay for your parking and I pay for mine,
someone who does not own a car will not pay for parking.

Most citics will not want to abandon parking reguirements aliogether,
but perhaps they ean start by reducing the minimum number of spaces
required until they reach a minimal number that seems reasonable.
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Eventually, they might relnterpret this to mean the maximum nwmber of
spaces allowed, not the minimum number required. With only a shght
change in terminology, cities can reguire developers to provide no more
than an adequate number of parking spaces, But as Guo and Ren found i
London, simply removing the minimum parking requirements will greatly
reduce the supply of new parking spaces, even without imposing any maxi-
mum parking lmdt. Removing a minimum parking requirernent can be far
more important than anposing a maximum parking limit, and politically
casier. If cities do impose maximum parking limits, however, they can offer
developers the option to pay per-space fees i they want to exceed the maxi-
mum number of spaces allowed, just as cities already offer developers the
option o pay in-lieu fees if they want Lo provide fewer than the minimum
number of parking spaces required.

CONCLUSION

I hope the information T have provided about the high cost of minimum
parking requirements will encourage transportation and land use planners
{0 examine how these requirements affect cities, the economy, and the
environment, The politics that produce minimum parking requirements are
understandable, but their high costs are indefensible, Irrefutable evidence
on the health cost of smoking eventually led muany people to kick their
addiction to tobacco. | hope evidence about the high cost of reguired park-
ing spaces will eventually lead cities to kick their addiction to minimum
parking requirements.

NOTES

. Rider Levett Bucknall, Quareerfy Construction Report, Third Quarter (2012}

2. Pasgual and Riera (20035) explain the theory of underground land values,

3. These estimates probably come from building a garage with several hundred
spaces, luking advantage of cconomies of scale in construction. Where parking
requirements mandate only 10 or 20 spaces, there will be no economies of scale and®
the spaces will be much more expensive,

4. See Tables 723 and 1096 in the 2012 Satistical Abstract of the United Stales.

3. The other four cities exemp! small buildings from parking requirements.
Washington, DO, for example, exempts the first 3,000 sguare feet of building
area from parking requirements; Chicago exempts the first 4,000 square feet; and
San Francisco exempts the first 5,000 square feet.
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6. RLB provides cost estimaies for two categories of office buildings, Prime (the
most expensive) and Grade A or Secondary. | have used the cost estimalies for
Grade A office buildings.

7. Shoup (2011 pp. 698--699) uses the data in Cutter and Franco’s Table 10 to
calculate the marginal value and marginal cost of the required parking spaces.

8. Shoup {2008} explaing this example in greater detail,

9. Adams (1994, pp. 26-27) explains vesidual land wvalues. Shoup (1970}
explains the optimal tfiming of redevelopment.

10, City of Los Angeles, Park Mile Specific Plan {Ordinance No. 162330,
Seciton 6.8,

I, City of Los Angeles, Park Mile Specific Plan (Ordinance No. 1625300,
Section 6.8.2,

12, Letters about AB 904 from mayors, planning academics, planning practi-
ttoners, and the California Chapter of the American Planning Association are avail-
able at httpy//shoup.bol.ucla.edu/LettersAboutAssembly BilI904.pdf

13. Cities have also adopted other policies that increase the demand for cars and
fuel, such as free on-street parking and street-width requirements. For example,
Section 1805 of the California Streets and Highways Code states, “The width of all
city streets, excepl state highways, bridges, alleys, and trails, shall be at least 40
feet.” Om 2 40-foot wide residentinl street, with two 12-foot-wide travel lanes and
two B-foot-wide parking lanes, curb parking takes up 40 percent of the roadspace.
The U.S. Department of Commerce esiimales that the value of roads is 36 percent
of the value of all state and local public infrastructure, which also inchudes schools,
sewers, water supply, residential buildings, equipment, hospitals, and parks {Shoup,
2011, p. 206). Because curb parking occupies a large share of road space, it is a sub-
stantial share of all state and local public infrastructure. Free curb parking may be
the most costly subsidy that American cities provide for most of their citizens, Guo
and Schloeter {2013} explain how minimum street-width requirements are a de facto
on-strect free parking policy.
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The figures in this edition of Rider Levelt Bucknali's
Cuarterty Cost Report paint a variety of scenes.

The scene for the genearal economy shows GDP at a
robust 3.7%, unemployment steady at 5.5% and general
economy-wide inflation {as measured by the Consumer
Price index) reaching LO6% (4.24% annualized). Guided
by these and other positive economic signs, the US
Faderal Reserve Bank had been priming expectations
towards a rise n interest rates but this was set back by
the emergence of problems in the Chiness econormy
prompting the MF and others to 'warn the Fed about
making a ‘premaiure’ rate ingrease, As a resuit, in mid-
September, the Fed folded and left interest rates
unchanged. In summary, for the general economy,
posifive naews was trampled.

The scene for the construction industry also remains
positive. According to the AlA, July's Architectural

Billing Index score of 55.7 “._marks the third consecutive
month of growth, breaking the recent AR pattern of two
months of progress after two months of contractions..”.
Construction Unemployment has falien to 6.3% (still
higher than the general rate of unemployment);
Construction Pul-in-Place iumped by nearly 12% between
the 3rd Guarter 2014 and the 2nd Quarter 2015 and; cost
escalation nationally sat at 3.56% for the past yvear.

Cost escalation in Honoiulu in the 2nd Quarter hit 2.76%
{(1.0% annualized) leading its construction costs to
eclipse those of New York City and making it the most
expensive city to bulid in the USA,

PORTLAND INTERNATIONAL JETPORT ‘
PORTLAND, MAINE

The Portand International Jetport, located in Portland, Maine, has constructed 3 new terminal buibding.
The terminal expansion was designed to demonstrate that a publicly-owned building can be sustainable,
enargy efficient and aesthetically striking, The facility inchides new alrcraft gates, o ticketing hall, 8
baggaoe handling area, security-screening chackpoints, departure lounges, a concession, and a food
courk,

Advocating sustainability and energy efficiency in their development plan, Fortand International Jetport
has beon narmed the second airport o the United States to achieve a LEED Gold certification.

Rider Levett Bucknall provided construction cost management services to Gensler, the architect for the
project.

@ Robert Benson Photography
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Woelcome to the third guarter 2015 issue of Rider
Levett Bucknall's Quarterly Cost Reports! This
issue contains data current to July 1, 2015,

According to the US, Department of Commerce, construction put-in-
place during June 2015 was estimated at a seasonslly adjusted annual
rate of $1,064.6 billion, which is 01% above the revised May estimate
of $1L063.5 billion. The June 2015 figure is 12.0% above the Juns 2014
estirnate of $3850C 3 billion. The value of construction for the first six
months of this vear was $482.7 hillion, 8.0% above the same period in
2014,
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PHILI MATHUR REJOING RIDER LEVETT BUCKNALL

Rider Levett Bucknall is pleased to announce
that Philip Mathur, Associate Principal, has
re-joined the firm and will be leading the

Los Angeles, California office.

¢ Philip brings more than 25 years of national and

¢ international experience to the firm. Having

L worked in the Los Angeles market for over

| 16 vears. Philip also brings extensive market
knowiedge and experience to the team, As s

L member of the Royal institution of Chartered

Surveyars (MRICS), Philip is skiliful at managing

1 and facilitating all facets of cost, proiect budget

- control and negotiating cortracts on projects

- of varying sizes and procurement methods.

Philip has worked within various sectors which

range from hospitality, residential, and mixed-

use to cultural, education, heatthcare, and

federal projects,




Thi hata in the chart below represents estimates of currant bullding costs in each respective market. Costs may
vary as a consequence of fackors such as site conditions. climatic conditions, standards of specification, market
conditions, ete, Valuss represent hard constriction costs based on LS. dollars par square foot of gross floor ares.
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Our research suggests that between April 1, 2015 and July 1, 2015 the
national average increase in construction cost was approximately 1.15%.
Honolulu again experienced the greatest increase showing inflation

of almost 2.8% for the period. All other North American locations
experienced inflation between 0.8% and 1.25% for the quarter.

Tie following escafation charts track changes in the cost of conglruction each quartsr :n marny of the cities
whiers Higer Levetl Bucknall offices are located. Each chart distrates the percentage change per parind and
the clnlatve percentage change throughout the charted timatine,
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infrastructure improvements are necessary to accommodate these high levels of growth. More study and
information is required to plan properly. Therefore, the Volpe rezoning should be timed to integrate the
findings and recommendations of the Kendall Square Mobility Task Force. This Task Force was formed
earlier this year by the Mass Department of Transportation and City of Cambridge and is scheduled to
complete its Kendall area mobility studies and release recommendations near year-end 2015, with a {ull
report to follow in early 2016,

Include the Volpe rezoning in the City-wide planning process that was recently kicked off with the hiring
of the planning consultancy Utile. As mentioned previously, the Volpe rezoning could be an “carly action”
item under the City-wide planning process, as the Alewife planning area is.

The increase in floor area ratio (FAR) from 4.0 in the K2 Plan to effectively 5.5 or more (including the
new Volpe building of approximately 400,000 sq 1), in the proposed rezoning amounts to a zoning bonus
of about 1MM sq {t. At a conservative estimated value of $125/FAR sq ft this represents 8125MM in
bonus valne being created for the federal government when they sell the site to developers. Before
finalizing any up-zoning, the City needs to articulate the economic/political rationale for granting this
bonus, and decide what comunensurarte payments or benefits will be made to Cambridge residents in
exchange for this bonus. (Has CDD run economic projections on the development? And if so, what are
they and how are they informing the rezoning?)

Changes to proposed zoning needed

2

The proposed rezoning should be revised to exclude federal land (which wili be the site of a separate, new
federal building on a 4 acre site) from calculations of the FAR for the remainder of the site. It is highly
distorting to include the land for the federal building in the overall site FAR calculation, while not
including the square footage of the new federal building in that calculation. Revised FAR calculations
should be published and available.

The amount of public open space required on the Volpe site should be at least 5 acres and shouid be
accessible to the public 24/7. This open space should exclude federal land, roof decks, roadways,
sidewalks and the like. The open space can be distributed around the site, but should create at least one
significant park at least 3 acres in size that is located to receive adequate sunlight, versus being in the
shadow of new buildings. The open space requirement should specifically exclude federal land, because
such land cannot be guaranteed to be publicly accessible in the long ferm. (For reference, the K2 and
Eastern Cambridge Planning Study (ECaPS) plans both recommended 7.5 acres of open space.) In _
addition, ECPT feels that if the density of development and heights of buildings on the site are radically
increased, as proposed, (even up to 500 ft), the amount of open space should logically ircrease not
decrease. The reduction of open space by about 50% while increasing the density by about 30% is an
unfair trade for residents and will create an urban canyon effect, Cambridge is the 10% densest city in the
US and, according fo the City’s own 2000 Green Ribbon Open Space Study, needs much more open space
to balance its density and provide the environmental and social benefits that make for healthy
communities, including more playing fields for community youth programs. (As another point of
reference, all of the ConnectKendall landscape plans showed more open space on the 14 acre Volpe site
than is proposed in the current rezoning, and three of the finalists recommended at least one large public
park on the site.)

East End House, 105 Spring Street, Cambridge, MA 02141



¢  Under the proposed rezoning, the total square foofage of new buildings, excluding the estimated 400,000
sq £t building to replace the Volpe facility, will amount to about 3.0MM total sq ft, with a maximum of
60% commercial. Given that Kendall Square already has a very high proportion of commercial office
space relative to residential units, the rezoning should reduce the commercial maximum to 40% of the
non-Federally owned buildings. This reduction would spur residential development and help achieve the
core “live, work, play” goal expressed in the K2 Plan. It will also help reduce anticipated transportation
congestion, as more workers will be able to reside near their jobs.

®  Total additional development in the pipeline for East Cambridge, including Volpe, MXD, Alexandria,
MIT, Northpoint and other developments, exceeds 10MM sq {t over the next 5-10 years, (Given current
infrastructure capacity limits (transportation in particular), the permitting process for Voipe and other
major Kendall Square developments, should be made contingent upon creation of increased
infrastructure capacify. That is, studies should be conducted to establish workable infrastructure-to-
development ratios that inform both zoning and phasing of new projects. The planning priaciple:
infrastructure first, development second, should be respected.

®  Detailed design guidelines must be developed fo accompany any rezoning, to assure lively, human-scale
pedestrian experiences and environmentally healthy spaces. These include ensuring minimal wind, noise,
traffic, heat-island and shadow impacts as well as requiring sustainability features, such as green roofs/
walls, public emergency spaces, district and renewable energy, etc. This is especially important given [,
The proposal to raise the height limits of the buildings on the Volpe site, including one building up to 500
ft, almost twice the height of the current tallest buildings in the city, and 2. The need to plan for severe
weather events and integrate climate change resilieacy into the plans. (The rezoning should also be
integrated mto the Eco-District planning currently underway for Kendall Square.)

¢ As compensation/mitigation for any zoning bonus granted, the developers should make commensurate
Public Benefit payments, a significant portion of which should be invested in the most impacted
neighborhoods adjacent to the development, and made part of a participatory budgeting process for those
residents.

We ask you fo deeply consider and adopt our requests. And please reach out to us to discuss further. Thank
you for your service to our City.

Sincerely,
Mark Jaquith Peter Crawley
President, ECPT Chair, ECPT Volpe Subcommitftee

ce: City Council, City Manager, Community Development Department,
Patrick Sclafani/GSA, Robert Johng/Voipe

Fast End House, 105 Spring Street, Cambridge, MA 02141
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From: Ann Fleck-Henderson <afleckh@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, November 27, 2015 4:06 PM

To: City Council

Ce Lopez, Donna; keepcambridgelivable@gmail.com

| joins many other citizens in concern about the Volpe site up-zoning petition. i is such a big and important parcel that
granting this petition prior to the citywide planning process seems foolish. If the citywide process is to be serious and
worth the time and money invesied, decisions of this magnitude need 1o be in synch with that process. The city
shoutd either fold the proposed Volpe zoning changes into the citywide planning as an early action item, or start the
planning over and create a residents’ advisory committee, | join others and ask the City Council not to approve the
Volpe petition without revising the petition to address these concerns.

Ann Fleck-Henderson {Richdale Avenue)



Lopez, Donna ITRCH mEnT L

From: asahay@gmail.com on behalf of Apratim Sahay <apratim@mit.edu>
Sent: Tuesday, December 01, 2015 12:37 AM

To: City Council

Lo Lopez, Donna ;

Subject: Include Voipe site in citywide planning; hold off on final Volpe vote
Dear City Council,

I am a resident of mid-Cambridge and have rode past the Volpe site almost every day for the last 6 years as 1 was completing my
Physics Phid at MIT. Though | have been a beneficiary of the development around Kendzll, its rate and intensity increasingly alarm:
mie especially because Kendall's vulnerability to increased precipitation and flooding {including coastal fleoding) has been stressed by
the City's own climate change studies(see note 1}, I think the City Councit needs to 1ake a much more considered approach to planning
and adapting for Climate change especially in light of the opportunities for multi-functional open space and sustainability in the Volpe
site that can ameliorate flocding risks and locally cool the climate. Unfortunately, § will not be present tomorrow at the Ordinance
meeting but [ would like the Council to listen to my following concerns;

1. Rethink Open Space into an opportunity for Flood resiliency with a proposed "Broad Wetland"

Because of imperviousness and poor drainage, Kendall Sguare already experiences frequent localized inland flooding especially after
intense precipitation events such as Nor'easter storms (1-2 events/year}. Cambridge's own vulnerability assessment has conciuded
with an assessrent that risks of intend Hooding will only increase with cdimate change induced higher rainfall patterns {1). Today's
20-year flood wili become 2030% 2-vear flood, and we must look into innovative ideas like those proposed by the City's Connect
Kendall Design competition to create a more resilient Kendall (2}, Those recommendations included a constructed stormwater
wetland proposed for the Volpe site.

The need for a wetland is clear. As commercial and residential development advances in the Volpe Parcel and KSURP ~over 4 million
sf-, the Broad wetland will help resolve infrastructure problems by storing floodwaters, harvesting rainwater, and cleansing
stormwater; enhance climate regulation through cooling evapotranspiration and storing carbon, all while providing opportunities for
passive recreation and environmental stewardship for the community. Cambridge DPW had tremendous success in creating an
exemplary, multi-functional 3.4 acre Alewife Wetland and { urge the City Council to transform the open space in the Volpe site info a
simifarly innovative climate-adaptive wetland.

2. Expand the notion of sustainability and community funds for public benefits to retrofit existing
parks and transform streets into "green streets"

Given the amount of hardscape area in and around the Volpe site, § suggest that the Council consider require retrofitting existing
parks to treat storwmater, rainwater harvesting from roofs and setting aside community funds for greening streets around Voipe
with the use of trees, permeable pavement for any plazas, sidewalks including LID strategies such as tree trenches, planters,rain
gardens, green roofs. Sustainability discussions should not be limited to a buitdings energy effclency, but expanded to require
tangible public benefits. i

The city should follow its own PUD-KS Urban Design guidelines for open spaces and green corridors:“Create a

significant public gathering space or public park. The park must have dimensions large enough to encourage
civic participation...Create green corridors by providing canopy trees and stormwater management features.”(3)

3, Include overburdened wastewater infrastructure in the zoning discussion

Both the KSURP (1 million sf) and the KSURP Volpe {3 million sf} redevelopment will further burden a wastewater infrastructure that
is already overburdenad. With more intense precipitation, the storm sewers which currently outfall into the Broad Canal are fikely to
overflow causing C80/SS0 {combined and/ or sanitary sewer overflows due to leaks and stresses) along with increased local
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From: Ovadia R Simha <simha®mit.edu>

Sent: Tuesday, December 01, 2015 2:53 PM

To: City Coungcil

Ce: Lopez, Donna; Paden, Liza; City Manager; Farcoq, Iram

Subject: December 1, 2015 Ordinance Committee hearing on Voipe Proposal

Dear Members of the City Council,

As one of the few persons in Cambridge who has been involved in the development of Kendall Square from its
initial inception in 1965 to the present | have seen both important achievements and painful mistakes in the
evolution of this part of the city. When haste replaced a thoughtful and prudent process the results have
always been to the city's disadvantage. As | have reviewed the zoning proposal put forward to you by the
Planning Board | would suggest that it is an immature creature that requires more careful thought and
scruitney. It reflects, as demonstrated in the quickly assembled preliminary economic analysis, a lot more
guestions that need to be answered before a decision on land use, urban design and community impact are
arrived at.

[ ask that you be prudent and allow this proposai to find an early grave,

Among the things which need to be fully understood is the long period between the selection of a developer
and the actual beginning of tax paying commercial and residential development. Only after the completion of
the new Volpe building will the developer have access to the commercial development sites. This may be a
period of 4-5 years at a minimum. During which both the redevelopment authority and MiT may be
proceeding to execute their proposals. Will they be in synch with the Volpe development or will they be in
conflict? Cambridge needs the kind of planning and zoning tools here that will give the city the flexibility it
needs to insure that the area will be soundly developed.

There is no question that the developers that have been invited by Volpe to participate in the development of
its new facilities are all heavy hitters and will be ready , willing and able to participate in this extraordinary
opportunity in any case. They all have a long view and believe the Kendall Square area will be a rich mine for
many years to come. The guestion is will the zoning that will guide this development be mutually beneficial to
the city, the neighborhood and the people who will come to live and work in this area in the future.
Therefore, | want to endorse and recommend the alternative proposal presented to you by the East
Cambridge Planning Team as a much more desirable and sensible basis for the planning of this area. And t urge
you to send the current Planning Board proposal back to the drawing board.

Sincerely ,
0. R. Simha
303 Third Street



Lopez, Donna

From: Jack Boesen <jackboesen@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, November 30, 2015 4:37 PM
To: City Council

Ce: Lopez, Bonna

Subject: Volpe decision

1 am writing as a Cambridge resident of more than 25 years, Any decision that the Council makes regarding the
Volpe development will have an enormous effect on our city. I ask that no decision be made until after the
completion of the city wide planning process to ensure any decision is harmonious with the city wide goals.
Jack Boesen



From: Michael Hawley <mike@media.mit.edu>

Sent: Monday, November 30, 2015 11:39 AM
To: City Council

Ce: Lopez, Donna

Subject: Voipe

To the City Council:

I am unavailable to comment in person on the Volpe matter at the December 1 public hearing, but offer this
letter.

The most livable, workable, wonderful, cherished cities or districts in the world are the way they are because of
excellence in planning, zoning, urban design, and architecture. The aim? To create private places and public
spaces that are not only economical, but a joy to live and work in. Failure to uphold decent standards results in
crappy architecture, catastrophic sprawl and congestion, unmaintainable buildings, unaffordable neighborhoods,
and a lousy, blighted, crumbling public realm not worth caring about,

Consider how just one thumbnail metric correlates with your own experience: FAR (floor area ratio). In San
Marco piazza (Venice), FAR=2.85. Paris, overall, is FAR=3 (with quirks like the Eiffel Tower and Notre Dame
poking at the envelope). Vancouver, a lovely and hivable city, maintains a maximum of FAR=2.5, and also has
the highest density of residential occupancy of any north american city. The densest parts of downtown
Manhattan (where "skyscrapers” were invented) are FAR=10-15,

S0,

At the Volpe site, the ECAPS report recommended FAR=3-ish. But the CDD proposal before you calis for
FAR=5 4, That's a L.LOT bigger. Among other things, this incurs more than 14,000 new vehicular trips per day
{on top of the existing untenable daily traffic congestion)}, and largely disposes of the public open space
requirement. The impacts of this would likely be catastrophic. As for the architecture, it isn't exactly dreamlike
(e.g., a glorious art deco Rockefeller Center with Christmas tree and skating rink).

I am heartened that some councillors see these problems and would like fo proceed cautiously on Velpe, but 1
remain gravely concerned given the City's recent track record on zoning matters.

Consider three data points:

1 - The Courthouse in East Cambridge:

The zoning limit is 80' and FAR=2.75, but the city (impelled via the city solicitor, the planning board, CDD)
chose not to enforce these limits. The permits were issued over a torrent of protests, and ultimately under the
pretense that the structure should be "grandfathered” as a legal nonconformity. In fact, it simply is not a
"nonconforming structure" by the definition in our own ordinance. To be nonconforming, a structure must
already be "in existence” when the zoning limit was enacted. The Courthouse was not {zening dates from 1960,
the Cowrthouse after 1968). It is that simple. Yet that basic legal definition was never even cited by City
Solicitor Nancy Glowa as she and the Developer sought to persuade you to grease things along. Instead, City
planners (including many of you) generally shrugged as if to say: "the building is there; guess we're stuck with

1






Do they reflect best practices?
Hardly. Many regard them as skid marks.

[ urge you to listen to what residents and community groups and professional planners and ethics watchdogs are
saying.

T urge you to think about the difference between two words: "Upzoning" versus "Planning."
Above all, T urge you to take a step back, let CDD's Volpe upzoning petition expire, and instead, let's devote our
energies and creativity to the sort of professional planning, urban design and stewardship our City and its future

inhabitants will be proud of.

Michael Hawley
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From: marie elena saccoccio <saccocciom@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, November 30, 2015 1.05 PM

To: City Council; Lopez, Donna

Subject: Opposition to Volpe

Bear City Councilors,

We would like to formally register our opposition to the Volpe upzoning that is now before the
council for consideration. We are homeowners of 55 Otis Street. This has been the family homestead
for almost 75 years. Our family has paid property taxes to this city for over a century. We note that
the most dramatic changes to zoning are often being considered during summer months when most
residents are on vacation or now on the brink of December holidays, conflicting with many
preparations and religious obligations. We further note that ali upzoning we have experienced thus
far has resulted in a cacophony of archifectural styles and bulk that in no way add to the livability of
EFast Cambridge. Take a stroll down to Binney efc to view the Alexandria Buildings. Do you prefer
the mustard yeliow formica-like edifice with brown detail? Or, perhaps mint julep detail to the
otherwise concrete structure facing Third and adjacent fo the mustard yellow formica? How about 22
Water Street, now affectionately called the Borg Cube Building, a copy of Star Trek Building in which
aliens infiltrate and take over neighborhoods. The massing of all these struciures is absolutely
overwhelming. While | understand the spin and city position is that all this development is great for
the tax base. Well, just about every resident | know experienced a substantial increase in property
taxes, no matter the tax rate.

We wholeheartedly join in the letter submitted to you today by Michael Hawley and provide it here for
your convenience.

Marie Elena Saccoceio, Esquire
55 Otis Street
Cambridge, MA 02141

Belly L.ee Saccoccio
55 Otis Street
Cambridge, MA 02141

Letter Submited by Michael Hawley:
To the City Council:

| am unavailable to comment in person on the Volpe matter at the December 1 public hearing, but
offer this letter.

The most livable, workable, wonderful, cherished cities or districts in the world are the way they are
because of excellence in planning, zoning, urban design, and architecture. The aim? To create
private places and public spaces that are not only economical, but a joy to live and work in. Failure o
uphold decent standards resulis in crappy architecture, catastrophic spraw! and congestion,







funds from real estate pros on whose permits and zoning issues you are asked to vote or opine. |t
came as no surprise to many that Normandy-Twining was passed by the Council, with the "yea" votes
coming from councillors most of whom received funds from Normandy-Twining among other real
estate interests. The "optics” of this are glaring.

3 - Yolpe:

Here again, "upzoning” is the word of the day. The zoning limits are being lifted to accommodate a
development, rather than the other way around - using zoning to guide development. The proposed
changes are huge. The recent planning work (ECAPS in 2001; and K2 which was dominated by
developers and businesses in 2013) has been largely cast aside by CDD, which is pushing a
rezoning with even more radical increases in height, density (FAR), daily traffic (inviting a fiasco given
the already inadequate parking and transit), elimination of more than half of the 7.5 acre public park
required by both ECAPS and K2; and sketchy financial projections accepted by the Planning Board to
rule that no further community benefits could be required in the zoning. Is ti any wonder that many are
complaining this is being driven along much foo aggressively and hastily?

It is beginning to feel as if our zoning is merely lines in the sand, to be redrawn or blown away
whenever it's convenient {(or whenever a developer comes knocking).

Folks, the patterns here are glaring and they are sad. As the ball bounces from one big site fo the
next, our City is playing loose with zoning — first the Courthouse (failing to uphold our zoning laws),
then Normandy-Twining (classic spot-zoning, a tweak to largely benefit a single developer, amid
appalling allegations of corruption), and now Volpe (barreling ahead aggressively to upzone another
site, disregarding existing plans, and failing o incorporate this in the master plan we are paying for).
These huge developments are among the biggest in the City. (Even the "ballpark” figure of $400m
being kicked around for the building is ironically bigger than the cost of almost every actual major
league ballpark in the US).

Are they shining examples of urban planning and wise zoning?

Do they celebrate the public realm with terrific architecture and beautifully tended open space?

Do they reflect best practices?

Hardly. Many regard them as skid marks,

| urge you to listen to what residents and community groups and professional planners and ethics
watchdogs are saying.

| urge you to think about the difference between two words: "Upzoning” versus "Planning.”

Above all, | urge you to take a step back, let CDD's Volpe upzoning petition expire, and instead, let's
devote our energies and creativity to the sort of professional planning, urban design and stewardship
our City and its future inhabitants will be proud of.

Michael Hawley



éopez, Donna

Frons Zoro Cline <vayavahi@yahoo.com>
Sent: Tuesday, December 01, 2015 4:46 PM
To: Lopez, Donna

Subject: No Fast-Track on Volpe Petition

Dear Planning Board Members,

1 believe that the strong concerns

Of the community should be given priority over the pure money-hungry Demands of the financial/real estate
Interests that have over-run our communities. All safeguards must be considered to prevent the deplorable
results such as what happened in the development of Central Sq.

Truly Yours. Adam Liebling



TRAM FAROOD
Assistant City Manager for
Compyunity Development

344 Broadway
Cambridge, MA 02139
Voice: 617 349-4600
Fax; 617 349-4668
TTY: 617 349-4621
www.cambridgema,gov

CITY OF CAMBRIDGE
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT

To: Ordinance Committee and Planning Board

From: iram Farooq, Assistant City Manager for Community Development
Date: November @, 2015

Re: Revisions to the Re-filed PUD-KS {Volpe Site) Zoning Proposal

Process Update

In June, the City Councif and Planning Board began official consideration of a set of
amendments to the PUD-KS zoning district regulations. The proposal was developed by
CHD staff and the Planning Board based on the recommendations of the Kendall Square
{K2} Planning Study conducted in 2011-2012. The majority of the PUD-KS district is
owned by the Federal government and is home to the Volpe National Transportation
Systems Center,

The City Council determined that additional outreach to inform residents about the
petition and to gather input on the proposal would be beneficial. The original petition
was not acted upon and the petition was re-filed to allow time for such outreach. Since
June, CDD staff have received a feedback on the proposal through a number of
discussions and processes, including the following:

e loint Public Hearing of the City Council and Planning Board {June 29} and additional
public hearings at the Planning Board (July 14 and October 20).

e Seven community “drop-in” discussions at neighborhood parks, public buildings and
events throughout the summaer and a workshop-style community forum in the fall.

s Visits to neighborhood organizations including Area 4/Port Neighborhood Coalition
and East Cambridge Planning Team.

a2 Completion of the Connect Kendall Square open space planning and design process,
with the publication of a Final Framework Plan by Richard Burck Associates.

Suggested Modifications to Proposal

These discussions have informed staff's thinking on several key aspects of the proposal,
leading to a set of suggested modifications for the Planning Board and Ordinance
Committee to review and consider recommending as a substitute for the initial petition.
The major revisions are explained further in this report. in addition, this package
includes the following items:

s Revised zoning text, with a “clean” version {with deletions omitted) and “full mark-
up” version,

e Draft “Urban Design Framework” intended to inform future development review,
including a vision for desired site cannections, public spaces, active ground floors
and butlt form.

e Summary of community outreach process and feedback.






COD Memo —~ Revisions to the Re-filed PUD-KS {Volpe Site) Zoning Proposal

Affordabie Housing Reguirements

Housing was one of the main issues raised in the public hearings and community discussions, The
feedback received echoes the Gity’s longtime plahning objectives to transform the character of the area
from an office district t¢ a mixed-use neighborhood, to add to the City’'s housing stock in a sustainable
way, and to provide new affordable housing opportunities.

The revised zoning proposal suggests increasing the minimum affordability requirement in a PUDKS
development plan from 15% of total housing to 20% of total housing, with a 15% low-moderate
income component and a 5% middie-income component. The revised proposal is written with some
flexibility in the cccupancy limitations for the middle-income component, so it could be occupied by low,
moderate or middle income households in order to adjust to changes in demand over time. The total of
20% affordable is more than has been reguired of any privately-funded residential project in Cambridge
so far, and matches the zoning for the “Mass and Main” portion of Central Square adopted earlier this
year. The expected result on the Volpe parcel would be about 200 or more affordable units.

The total housing expected on the Voipe parcel would remain the same at over one million square feet,
which is about haif of the residentiat development anticipated by the K2 study. This is stiil a minimum
reguirement, which allows for more housing to be included in a development plan with 2 commensurate
decrease in commercial development and proportional increase in afferdable housing. It is not
unreasonable that a developer may seek a somewhat higher proportion of housing due to physical,
economic or other factors related to the specific development plan,

i is important to note that while housing is a priority, Kendall Square is a leading economic center in the
region and the district is best suited to accommaodate future commercial growth in the city,
Fundamentally, the demand for commaercial space in Kendall Square is what makes complex
redevelopment opportunities like the Volpe site possible.

ALL FIGURES APPROXIMATE | Current Zoning Initial Proposal Revised Proposal

Total Housing (5F}

867,000 {min.}

1,116,000 (min.)

1,116,000 {min.}

Affordable Requirement

11.5% low-mod. inc.

11.5% toial

108% low-maod. inc.
5% middie inc,
15% total

15% low-mod. inc.
5% middie inc.
20% total

Total Units

879 (approx.)

1,014 {approx.}

1,014 {approx.)

Low-Moderate Units

101 {approx.)

101 {approx.)

152 {approx.)

Middie income Units

None required

51 {approx.}

51 (approx.}

Total Affordable Units

101 {approx.}

152 (approx.)

203 {approx.}

* Assuming on average ratio of about 1,100 square feet of residential Gross Floor Area per dwelling unit,

November 9, 2015
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CDD Memo — Revisions fo the Re-filed PUD-KS (Volpe Site) Zoning Proposal

Therefore, at the present time, the revised proposal does not recommaend increasing the strict
minimuimn from 25%, though a greater amount could be provided through the development review
process. This would remain the highest requirement for public open space in a redevelopment area and
would result in over 3.5 acres of public open space on the Volpe site, the most in Kendall Sguare. This
would also resuit in a percentage of open space similar to other large redevelopment prolects like North
Point, Alexandria and Cambridge Research Park. Moreover, while the Connect Kendoll Square process
did not focus on the amount of open space, the proposals have shown several attractive options for
open space configurations that occupy approximately one guarter of the site or more.

The role of Federal land in the public open space system has also been discussed. If a new Volpe facility
is huilt, then that site will include open space as is generally required for a Federal building. While the
current Yolpe site has limited public access to open space, it is more typical for new Federal facilities to
have open spaces that are designed to allow pedestrian access while still meeting Federal security
standards. The City cannot regulate how Federal land is used, but the City ¢can encourage Federal open
space to be usable to the public and integrated into the area-wide open space system by alfowing it to
fulfili some of the zoning requirement. This was the rationale behind the initial proposal.

However, subseguent discussions have raised a concern that all of the open space reguirement might be
met on Federal land, leaving no public space under the City's control, which is not the Intent. Therefore,
the revised zoning proposes that no more than half of the public open space reguirement can be met
on the Federal site, which would avoid an outcome that would leave all public open space under Federal
control, but would still encourage the Federal open space that is created to be infegrated Into the
overall network of public open space in the district and the surrounding area.

Heights

Similar to open space, discussions around height have revealed that there may be benefits to greater
flexibiity in site design. The initial zoning proposal, like the current zoning, included a system of “height
bands” allowing taller heights along Broadway, stepping down to lower heights along Binney Street.
Some people suggested considering options with more dispersed heights, with some taller buildings
away from Broadway in order to allow for open space with fewer shadows and less environmental
impact on nearby residential uses. As shown in the maps on the following page, the revised proposal
makes slight modifications providing more flexibifity in height between the extensions of Sixth Street
and Fifth Street. Any arrangement of building height and massing would still be subject to review and
approval by the Planning Board, informed by applicable design guidelines.

the revised proposal also reframes but largely retains the Himitations on building heights e;{:eeding 250
feet. Above 250 feet, the revised proposal would limit individual fieor plate ares to 15,000 square feet
or less and total floor plate area to 10% of the development parcel {on the Volpe site, 106% would be
approximately 82,000 square feet). As in the initial proposal, only one building in the 350-500 foot
range could be approved i it provides a distinctive, landmark building for Kendall Square. The new
Urban Design Framework provides additional guidance and the zoning clarifies that the Planning Board
could explicitly not allow any building to exceed 350 feet if a plan with a taller building is not found to
provide the desired benefit,
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CDD Memo — Revisions to the Re-filed PUD-KS (Volpe Site) Zoning Proposal

Active Ground Floors

One of the more interesting and revealing areas of discussion has been the desired variety of uses at the
public-facing ground floors of new buildings. it is clear that the successful incorporation of uses that are

accessible and inviting to a diverse set of community members across the city is crucial to ensuring that

redevelopment in Kendall Square will meet the community’s goals.

The K2 plan provided a fairly simple formulation of the ground floor use requirements — most of the
frontage along major streets would be required 1o be some type of retail or other public-facing use, with
a Gross Floor Area exemption provided as an incentive for retail establishments of 5,000 square feet or
less, More recent discussions have added nuance to these goals by identifying the types of activities that
are desired, such as the following:

o Businesses that would provide convenient goods and services to the population at large, such as
gracery stores, pharmacias, department stores and general merchandisers.

*  Amenities and services for families, such as recreation and entertainment centers, indoor play
spaces, famiy restaurants and child care faciities.

o  Smaller spaces with lower start-up costs that could accommodate more independent and
innovative retaiters, such as indoor markets and retail co-sharing spaces;

s Civic indoorfoutdoor spaces that could accommodate a variety of public programming.

The revised zoning proposal and Urban Design Framework more explicitly identify the types of desired
uses noted above, with standards related to the amount of space dedicated to different types of ground
floor activities. Some flexibility is still provided, with the understanding that in order for a plan to be
successful, there must be business owners who can fill the space and thrive at that location, The revised
proposat further clarifies that banks are not allowed to be included as active ground floor uses.

Urban Design

Throughout the preparation of the rezoning proposal, it was recognized that there are many potential
urban forms that would meet the zoning requirements and comply with the K2 Study and Design
Guidelines. While flexibility is key to enabling a successful outcome, it is alse important to provide an
urban design vision that describes and HHustrates what a desirable outcome could look like,

The attached PUD-KS Urban Design Framework elaborates on the K2 Plan and Design Guidelines, the
PUD-KS Site-Specific Guidelines that were presented in the Initlal proposal, the Connect Kendall Square
process and the knowledge gained through community engagement. The framework addresses five
main topics: Connections, Open Space, Active Ground Floors, Built Form and Housing for Families, Using
statements, diagrams and #lustrations, the framework connects the broad goals and policies found in
the K2 Study to physical planning and urban design recommendations specific to the Volpe site.

Like the city’s urban design guidelines for various parts of the city, the Urban Design Framework would
inform the city's review process for development proposals. A development proposal may suggest
alternative design approaches in order to fulfill the ohiectives described in the framework.
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CDD Memo — Revisions to the Re-filed PUD-KS (Volpe Site) Zoning Proposal

Cumuliative Development

The K2 Planning Study suggested an increase in the capacity for development in Kendall Sguare of
approximately 5 million square feet above 2011 zoning limitations, of which about three-fifths would be
commercial {primarily office/lab} and two-fifths would be residential, resulting in a total of about 15
million square feet of development within the study area by 2039, The study assessed the opportunities
and impacts of that new development and recommended requirements for public benefits, which form
the basis of the zoning proposals. The development figures for each of the three major K2 development
areas are surmmarized in the fable below, as they are currently envisioned under the respective PUD and
zoning proposals,

One note about the table below Is that it calculates the "actual” aggregate floor area ratio (FAR) of the
development areas. Because some uses are exempted from FAR limitations as a policy choice to
incentivize preferred types of development, it is not unusual for the actual FAR o exceed the zoning-
limited FAR, The PUD-KS district especially differs because the floor area of a Federal facility is exempt
from FAR Hmitations, resulting in a higher “actual” FAR. This choice was made 1o encourage the Federal
facility to be integrated into a master planned development rather than developed as a stand-alone site
that would be divorced from the development review process.

Anticipated Net New Gross Floor Area {GFA)* — Cumulative

District Status Residential | Officeflab” Retail Other Total
PUD-5 | PUD Plans .

(MIT) Under Review 285,000 871,000 87,000 207,000 1,450,000
PUD-KS ) Zoning Proposal |, 110 060 | 1,716,000 | 140,000 None* | 2,972,000
{Voipe) Under Review _

MXD Zoning Proposal

(CRA} Under Review 460,000 660,600 30,000 None 1,080,000

Anticinated Total Gross Floor Area (GFAY® - Cumulative

Bistrict Lansd Area Exdsting GFA* | Net New GFA¥ Total GEA® Total FAR*
?;2“)5 1,150,000 2,571,000 1,450,000 4,021,000 3.5
PUD-KS 620,000* 375,000 2,972,000 3,347,000 5.4
(Voipe}

MXD

(CRA) 830,000 3,288,000 1,090,000 4,378,000 4.9

* Notes: AlL FIGURES APPROXIMIATE

e Figures include GFA that is exempt from zoning imitations, Innovation space is included within office/lab.

e Retoll figures are estimaies,

«  “Other” GFA in PUD-5 includes academic and dormitory space.

e  Figures include GFA that Is exempt from zoning limitations.

e Ltand Ared in PUD-KS is of the Volpe parcel only.

a  Total GFA in PUD-S district does not gccount for additional development capacity for future academic and
dormitory uses.
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1. Introduction

The Kendall Square Design Guidelines 2013 are created as part of the City of
Cambridge’s comprehensive Kendall Square Central Sguare Planning Study {K2€2} o
inform property owners, business owners, developers, and the general public about
the desired form and character of development in Kendall Square. These guidelines
will help guide development activities in this area, aiming to create consistently
high-quality public environments, and to ensure that development contributes to the
character and vitality of the surrounding community, The guidelines will be referenced
in the City’s Zoning Ordinance in the Prolect Review Special Permit section and in the
PUD texts where applicable and will be used by the Planning Board in their review of
all discretionary permits such as special permit and PUD applications for projects in
the Kendall Sguare area.

The Kendall Sguare Design Guidelines 2013 guidelines articulate the design and site
planning goats for Kendall Square, and measures to achieve them. The guidelines aim
to create a positive mixed vse district where tall buitdings with large floorplates can be
good neighbeors to public spaces, smaller existing buildings, and adjacent residential
neighborhoods. Therefore, the guidelines are particularly geared to sensitively manage
the impacis of buik and height and animate the major streets and public spaces through
encouraging active ground floors.

However, the guidelines are not intended to impose a strict limitation on the building
form and style. Other ¢reative design solutions, or measures, not noted here may also
be utilized to achieve the same goals at the discretion of the Planning Board, especially
in the interest of enhancing architectural diversity in the area,
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s fajor Public Street — Street with block edges where the most intensive, and highest-
priority, active ground level uses are present and desirable. These typically include
tocations where retail uses are most viable from a market standpoint. In the study area,
major public streets inciude Main Street, Broadway, Third Street, Ames Street, Binney
Street, and Galileo Galilel Way. Major public sireet edges should create a well-defined
streetwall to help frame Kendall Square’s major public streets as public spaces. They
should also provide adequate space along sidewalks for cutdoor activity associated
with active ground level uses. Major public street edges are intended to engage a high
volume of pedestrian traffic, and to support public activity throughout the day and
evening.

o  Secondary Streef — Street with block edges where active ground level uses are present
or desirable, but may require more time to mature. This may depend upon stronger
market conditions or development of more appropriate spaces, where ground-fevel
residential or other uses can support an attractive and walkable public space network.
Secondary streets are intended to engage a moderate to high velume of pedestrian
traffic and to support public activity throughout the day and evening, now and in
the future. They should alsc provide adequate space along sidewalks for compact
residential stoops, porehes and gardens, and cuidoor uses associated with retail or
institutional uses.

e Campus streets have a different character and urban form than the mixed-use
commercial uses and densities anticipated and desired for Main Street, Third Street,
and Broadway. The Campus Streeis inciude Ames south of Main, Carleton, Hayward,
Amherst and Wadsweorth, At the block corners with Main Street, it Is anticipated that
the retail use fronting Main Street will wrap 30 to 40 feet arcund the corner onto
Ames Street, Hayward and Wadsworth Streets but is not expected to continue down
the streets in academic buildings. it is also not expected that retall will front academic
buildings on Carleton and Ambherst Sireets, In addition, the fact that the campus
is under single ownership helps make it possible to create an atiractive pedestrian
experience, through providing street trees and other planting, providing transparent
glazing with direct views between the sidewalk and interior building spaces, limiting
the length of biank walls, differentiating the sidewalk level of buildings with signage,
furniture, materials, seating opportunities, awnings and transparency and locating
courtyards and open spaces to maximize sun exposure. For building facades along
the lot lines, it may be possible to use building stepbacks and horizontal breaks to
differentiate and enliven the building wall, respecting existing building. heights and
setbacks on the streets to create a more gracious pedestrian scale environment along
the sidewalk,

e Park Edges — Throughout Kendall Square, there are parks and plazas that need to be
better designed, managed, and connected to each other. Where new buildings abut
these open space resources, special attention should be paid to activating the ground
floors of the building. Furthermore, the scale and massing design should be carefully
considered to minimize negative impacts to the nearby parks and plazas.




- . 2. Environmental-Qaality 1

2. Environmental Quality

Goal: Kendalt Sguare is a highly urbanized smart growth center, and, as new
development is added, there will inevitably be increases in shadows, wind, nolise,
etc. as is the case in any new urban development. However, new projects should
be carefully designed to avold unnecessary environmental impacts. The goal is to
evaluate each design decision to find cutcemes that balance the positive aspects
of building near 2 transit hub with the changes in the environament that result
from more housing, retail, and business uses in relatively dense new struciures
located in close proximity to one another

- Shadow

Megsure: Locate and shape buildings to minimize shadows on existing public
parks and plazas such as Point Park, the North and South Plazas at Cambridge
Research Park, and the Broad Canal area. On the Volpe site, create a master plan
that configures the required new park space with a view towards maximizing solar
access, while balancing the need for logical pedestrian circulation and spatial
organization of new buildings.

- Wind

Measure: Design new buildings and open spaces to minimize negative wind
impacts on streets and public spaces, Proponents should explain how proposals
have been conceived with regard to prevailing winds and any strategies to avoeid
excessive wind impacis on padestrians, to the extent practicable.

~ Yegetative Cover

Measure: Te deal positively with each site, development should be designed to
provide vegetative cover, improve stormwater infitration, and reduce heat island
affect. it is understood that, in this urban setting, not all projects will be able to
achieve all these measures. Projects should be considered for the feasibility of
both at-grade and rooftop interventions,

- Noise ¢

Measure: Proiects should attempt to minimize noise generated from rooftop
mechanical equipment. In particular, mechanical equipment on buildings near
residential uses should be designed, selected, located, and acoustically-screened
to protect neighbors from neise impacts.







‘4. Yniversal Access’ -

~ Street Activity

Goal: The vision for Kendall Square includes an emphasis on activation of the
district beyond the work day, Site planning and bullding design should support
pedestrian flow throughout the district and provide access to outdoor and
indoor public spaces that allow people to gather, and encourage public activity
throughout the day and evening.

Meuosures:

a. Locate courtyards and open spaces £0 maximize sun exposure,

b. Connect outdoor public realm with indoor public spaces.

¢, Streets and other public spaces should feel safe in the evening.
Appropriate design of lighting and wayfinding is encouraged.

d. Design to accommodate diverse retail and service offerings that serve
current and future Kendall Square residents as well as workers in the
neighborhood.

4, Universal Access

Goal: The design of bulldings and cutdoor spaces {public and private} in and
around Kendall Sqguare merits special emphasis on universal access. As the
theme of innovation is at the core of Kendsll Sguare’s identity, demonstrating
innovations in universal access will enhance Kendail's identity. Exemplary
accessibility is an area where Kendall has particular opportunity to stand ocut
regionally, and perhaps nationally and internationaily, Kendail's flat topography
and its existing infrastructure already promote accessibility and provide a strong
basis for further accessibility enhancements that will set Kendall apart from iis
peer communities and enhance opportunity for the interperscnal collaboration
important to its success.

Measures:

a. Ensure that cutdoor spaces provide comparabie facilities for all people
regardless of their ability to climb steps. Use technology to help
compensate for Hmitations in sensory abilities.

b. Ensure that parks and plazas provide activities and facilities serving people
of all ages. '

¢. tmprove wayfinding signage throughout Kendall Square, and create more
dirgct accessible connections, to make mobility among destinations more
convenient and efficient,

d. Provide audible and tactile information bevond existing requirements at
crosswalks and in building elevators,

e, Ensure that streetscape elements do not conflict with accessible parking,



















- Scole and Massing:

- Major Public Streets

T g Buily Form

Goal: Create a strong datum by setting back the building at upper floors to ¢reate
a strong edge to the street and 1o limit the sense of height at street level,

Measures:

a@.

Set back approximately two-thirds of the
building facade above 85 feet from the principal
facade by a depth of about 15 feet; flexibiity
will be considered when street/ground fioor
setback is provided.

Facade areas without setback may he
appropriate at corners or in specific locations fo
create architectural variety.

in instances of infill development on consirained
sites, provide distinct horizental articulation

at the datum height that relfates to the facade
of adjacent or facing buildings through means
ather than a setback {significant change in
material, projecting cornice/fin/shade etc.)

- Secondary Streels

Goal: Create a strong datum by setting back the building at upper floors to create
a strong edge to the street and to limit the sense of height at street level,

Measures:

a.

Set back any portion of the building above

45 feet by approximately 10 feet from the
principal fagade. Where appropriate, design
these setbacks to include balconies and rooftop
terraces,

Create a strong horizontal definition line on the
facade at a height of 45/ through means other
than a step-back ¥ it successfully expresses

a scale distinctly more intimate than a major
public street {such as significant change in
material; projecting cornice, fin or shade etc.).
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¢. Visval interest

Gool: Buildings should reflect a rhythm and variation appropriate to the urban
conhtext.

Measures:
a. Express bay widths of 16 to 25 feet in predominantly residential argas and

25 to 50 feet along edges where commercial and institutional uses are

nrevalent.

b. Establish an urban rhythm by creating a major vertical break for every 100/
of facade length with a displacement of approximately 8 in depth or that
divides building form into major distinct massing elements,

a. Bay widths of 16 1o 25 feet a. Bay widths of 25 to 50 feet b. Example of a vertical break
for residential uses for commercial and institutional uses

16
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Goal: Where appropriate, vary the architecture of individual butidings to create
architecturally diverse districts,

Measures:

a. Use variations in height and architectural elements such as parapets,
cornices, passive shading devices, illumination and other details to create
interesting and varied rooflines.

b. Avoeid flat fagades and create visual interast.

s Articulate bays and balconies.

« Utilize architectural articulation such as changes in material,
fenestration, architectural detalling, or other elements to break down
the scale.

¢. Where buildings are set back at upper stories, use lower roofs as green
roofs, balconies, terraces, and gardens.

a. Varied height and architectural
elements create interesting

B, Articulated bays and balconies
help to avoid flat facades

¢, Articulated materials, fenestration, and
architectural detailing break down the scale of
targe puildings and create visual interest

d. Bullding setback and podium
rooftop can be used as a roof garden

e. Recessed or projected entryways,
canopies, awnings and other archits
elernents enhance the pedestrian e:
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d. Tall Buildings

Gool: Buiidings over 200 feet tall shouid be designed with particular attention to
the architectural character of the top of the building, which will be visible from
significant public spaces and from some distance. Tall buildings could potentially
enhance the identity of Kendall Square by defining edges or serving as landmarks,

Measures:

a. During design, consider the variety of vantage points from which tali
buildings may be seen, especially from significant public spaces and nearby
low-scale residential neighborhecods.

b, Tall buildings should be articulated to avoid a monolithic appearance, and
should emphasize slender, vertically-oriented proportions,

s Emphasize corners using taller elements such as towers, turrets, and
bays.

¢ {onsider the use of at least two distinct finish materials and colors on
each building.

o Consider variation in forms that present different profiles to different
vantage points, if appropriaste.

e, Avoid broad “slab” volumes that make the bullding appear bulky. Point
towers expressing vertical volumes are encouraged.

d. Consider legibility of the building top beth by day and night, while
demonsirating responsible use of lighting and energy consistent with
sustainability requirements.
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5. Ground Floor Design Guidelines
¢. Retall or Mixed-use Ground Floors

- {ises

Gowi: First floors of the buildings should be actively used.

Measures:

a. Along Major Public Streets - Approximately 75 percent of the street frontage
should be occupied by retall uses such as cafes, restaurants and shops.

bh. Along Secondory Streets - Approximately 75 percent of the street frontage
should be occupied by active uses. Active uses include:
+ retail {i.e. cafes, restaurants, shops}
¢« educational and cultural venues
« services for the public or for commercial offices {fitness centers,

cafeterias open to the public, daycare centers, etc.)

= community spaces {(exhibition or meetling space)
s art/information exhibition windows; live/work spaces

c. Lobbies for office, research and residential uses are discouraged from
gccupying extensive ground floor frontage.

d. Carefully designed residential stoops and entries that meet ADA
reguirements are encouraged,

Goal: Retail and services should serve local communities as well as people who
work in the area.

Measures:

a. Leasing of space to small, locally-owned businesses is encouraged.

b. Diverse retail and service offerings that serve current and future Kendall
Square residents and surrounding neighborhoods {e.g. pharmacy,
greengrocer, bakery, drycleaner, and convenience store) are encouraged.

¢. Building frontage devoted to bank, trust company or similar financial
institution should be limited to approximately 25 feet, Larger floor areas
can be devoted to bank uses when fronted with other active retail uses.

Gonl: Where retail is not provided, ground floor spaces should be designed to
accommodate retall in the futurs.

Meagsures: :
Standards for spaces convertible to retail inciude:

a. Adeguate floor-to-floor height {e.g. 15-20 feet} to allow food-oriented
uses, with ventilation etc.
Leasable ground floor depth from fagade should average about 40 feet
Ground floor level flush with or easily accessible from sidewalk
Ground floor facade readily convertible to retail-style storefront
Cesigned to accommodate venting and exhaust needs of food service uses
Services such as interior power and HVAC zoned or easily convertible to
enable convenient division and sublease of interior spaces to retail tenants.

T & oo
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... Residential Use - = .. 5. Ground Floor Design Guidelines "

b, Residential Use Ground Flaors

- Setbacks

Goal: Contribute to a pedestrian-friendly envireonment with residential character
that includes ample space for walking, street trees and other plantings, and
significant access to direct suniight and sky views.

Goal: Create a consistent residential edge, with a setback from the sidewalk for
compact front stoops, porches, and gardens, while ensuring compliance with state
and federal access regulations.

- Entrances

Goal: Ensure that ground floor residences meet and exceed access needs of all
users and incorporate ‘visitability’ measures. Providing fully accessible front
entrances, beyond code reguirements, is strongly encouraged, while balancing
need for interior privacy, Consider strategies including:

Measures:
a. Accessible raised ramps lining the fagade {with a continuous accessible
passage as well as defined semi-private areas)
b. Ground-level entrances with added privacy elements such as 2- to 4- foot
high walls, screens or vegetation, projecting tretlises, or similar elements
marking a transition to private space

~ Fagades

Goal: Wherever appropriate, design buildings with individual units and front
doors facing the street, including row house units on the lower levels of multi-
family buildings to create a rhythm of entrances and create a residentia! feel,
Where residential lobbies face the street, doors should generally be spaced no
more than 75 feet apart.

Goal: Residential buildings should also attempt to accommodate active uses that
witl enliven pedestrian activities.
Measures: i
a. in paris of the street level facade that do not include residential units {e.g.
common places and fobbles), incorporate 40 to 60 percent transparent
glazing in the ground level facade with direct views between sidewalk and
interior building spaces to expand the apparent width of public space at
ground level.
b. Blank walls exceeding 20 feet in length shouid be avoided along all streets
and pedestrian walkways,
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1. INTRODUCTION

The PUD-KS District is a unique area in the heart
of Kendall Square. It is part of an area that was
assembled and cleared for use by the Federal
government in the 1960s. The Federal
government retained ownership over much of
the land, which has been home to the U.S.
Department of Transportation’s Volpe National
Transportation Systems Center for over 45 years.
However, the area has otherwise remained
largely underdeveloped, while Kendall Square as
a whole has evolved into a major regional and
worldwide center for companies and institutions
at the forefront of science and technology.

The Kendall Square (K2) portion of the city’s
“K2C2” Planning Study, conducted in 2011-2012,
established a vision that would support the
continued growth of the Kendall Square
innovation economy while shaping the area into
a more dynamic realm with more housing,
improved public spaces and greater activity at the
street level.

The K2 Study led to a new zoning proposal for the
PUD-KS district, which is supplemented by this
Urban Design Framework. The objective is to
enable and guide the future reshaping of this
unique area in accordance with the city’s overall
vision for Kendall Square.
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PURPOSE

The PUD-KS Urban Design Framework (UDF)
builds on numerous plans and initiatives,
primarily the K2 Study and Design Guidelines
(2013) and the Connect Kendall Square
Framework Plan (2015), which was developed
after the completion of the K2 Study through a
competition process held by the City.

The purpose of the UDF is to visually represent
the City’s and the community’s key goals and
aspirations for the site. The UDF provides a set of
recommendations focused on addressing a range
of key physical planning and urban design
opportunities (connections, open space, active
uses, and built form). The UDF also links the
broad goals found in the K2 Study to specific

WORKING DRAFT

physical planning and urban design
recommendations for the Volpe site.

Like the city’s urban design guidelines for various
parts of the city, the UDF is a guiding document
that is meant to inform the city’s review process
for development proposals. It provides for
flexibility by identifying key principles, concepts
and ideas. A development proposal may suggest
alternative design approaches in order to fulfill
the objectives that are described and illustrated
in the UDF.

The PUD-KS UDF is intended to provide guidance
to Applicants in preparation of Special Permit
applications, and to be used by the Planning
Board in their review of such applications.



2. VISION AND KEY PRINCIPLES

VISION

An overarching vision expressing the desired
future for Kendall Square was established
through the K2 Planning Process:

A dynamic public realm connecting diverse
choices for living, working, learning, and playing
to inspire continued success of Cambridge’s
sustainable, globally-significant innovation
community

The PUD-KS district represents a significant
redevelopment opportunity with the greatest
potential for change of any area within Kendall
Square. Therefore, the following vision statement
has emerged from discussions with City Council,
the Planning Board and the community about the
PUD-KS district in particular.

An accessible, diverse and unique place
that integrates the PUD-KS district
seamlessly into the surrounding urban
fabric of Kendall Square and the Eastern
Cambridge neighborhoods, and the
community. A place that is defined by high
quality sustainable architecture, urban
design and open space with an enduring
sense of place that celebrates Kendall
Square’s spirit of innovation and creativity.

KEY PRINCIPLES

In developing the zoning proposal and urban
design guidelines for the PUD-KS district, several
key principles also developed as primary goals for
the site.
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Providing a mix of commercial and residential
uses, with particular emphasis on housing and
ground-floor retail, to encourage activity
throughout the day and evening.
Incorporating a diversity of housing typologies
and dwelling sizes that are appealing and
accessible to a variety of residents.

Breaking up large blocks to increase
permeability and create a fine-grained
network of connections that seamlessly
integrates the PUD district with the
surrounding urban fabric of Kendall Square
and the nearby neighborhoods.

Creating an integrated network of high-quality
streets and open spaces, including significant
space for public gathering and recreation that
encourages and fosters a sense of community,
civic engagement, social interaction, economic
development and environmental sustainability.

Providing a strong street edge on major public
streets, including Broadway and Third Street,
to create a memorable “Main Street”
experience.

Sensitively managing the height and bulk of
new buildings to mitigate impacts on
surrounding uses and public space.

Enhancing the architectural diversity of the
district to harness the spirit of innovation and
creativity in Kendall Square.

Promoting environmental sustainability in
building and site design.



3. URBAN DESIGN FRAMEWORK

The PUD-KS UDF articulates the key urban design
and physical planning recommendations for the
site through a series of conceptual diagrams and
images.

When considering the preferred urban design
outcomes for the site, several key elements need
to be addressed, including: connections, open
space, ground floor uses, built form and housing
for families. The following sub-sections
summarize the key recommendations that make
up each of these elements.

The UDF as described in the following diagrams
and images is just one possible way of achieving
the vision and key principles identified earlier.
Broadly, the recommendations seek to establish a
framework for a series of interconnected streets,
pedestrian and bicyclist connections, and open
spaces, which will help shape future built form,
create legibility and identity, and contribute to
the vitality of and sense of community in Kendall
Square.

DESIGN GUIDELINES

buildings, and adjacent residential
neighborhoods.

e Create high-quality public environments, and
ensure development contributes to the
character and vitality of the surrounding
community.

e Sensitively manage the impacts of bulk and
height and animate the major streets and
public spaces through encouraging active
ground floor.

K2 STUDY DESIGN GUIDELINES

Design Guidelines for the Kendall Square area,
which includes the PUD-KS District, were
prepared during the K2 Study process to inform
property owners, business owners, developers,
and the general public about the desired form
and character of development in Kendall Square.
These guidelines articulate the design and site
planning goals for Kendall Square, and measures
to achieve these goals. The guidelines aim to:

e (Create a positive mixed-use district where tall
buildings with large floor plates can be good
neighbors to public spaces, smaller existing
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SITE-SPECIFIC DESIGN GUIDELINES

Following further study, and with direction from
the Planning Board, the need to provide
additional guidance specific to the PUD-KS district
was recognized. This approach acknowledges the
unique potential of the PUD-KS district and its
prime location in the heart of Kendall Square. The
site-specific design guidelines provide further
guidance in the Planning Board’s review of a PUD
master plan, as well as site planning and design
matters pertaining to open space and circulation,
and housing for families.



CONNECTIONS

The Connections conceptual diagram shows the
desired level of connectivity through the PUD-KS
site. Building on the ideas of the Connect Kendall
Square Framework Plan, the UDF seeks to
establish a legible circulation network and a fine
urban grain. The main organizing feature is the
extension of surrounding streets and connections
into the site. The extension through the site of
Fifth Street, as the primary connector, and Broad
Canal Way as a connector to the vitality of the
Charles River waterfront, as well as the
enhancement of the Sixth Street Walkway, are
key strategic moves that future Development
Proposals should consider.
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Provision of different types of connections
(shared streets, multi-modal streets, bike lanes,
mid-block connections, alleys etc.), which balance
transportation and mobility, placemaking, and
sustainability, is recommended. Through this
approach, the desired character and quality of
connections through the site can be established,
which will help strengthen the identity and
legibility of the district, and create a variety of
experiences.



DESIGN OBJECTIVE

Create a highly legible and integrated
movement network that connects into every
kind of route in order to encourage walking
and cycling throughout the district.

GUIDELINES

1.

Ensure that site planning and design provides
for good connections and movement options
through the district, and more broadly
contributes to the accessibility, connectivity
and permeability of the neighborhood.
Extend the network of surrounding streets
and connections into the site.

Extend Fifth Street through the site as the
primary connection and investigate use as a
slow street with controlled vehicle access.
Create an east-west connection that links the
Sixth Street Walkway and Broad Canal. The
extension of Broad Canal Way should
prioritize pedestrian access, creating a safe
and inviting space for people to gather, play
and socialize

Enhance the Loughrey Walkway (connecting
Sixth Street to Ames Street).

Create a hierarchy of diverse streets and
connections with different pedestrian
experiences, functions and levels of
importance that will help shape the future
design of buildings and open spaces.
Examples include shared streets, multi-modal
streets, mid-block connections, alleys, etc.
Ensure high quality pedestrian connectivity
between all uses in the PUD-KS district.
Encourage mid-block connections through
buildings and permeable ground floors that
encourage the passage of pedestrians
through the building and break-up long
building frontages.

Design all streets to prioritize pedestrians and
cyclists.
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OPEN SPACE

The Open Space conceptual diagram is based on
many of the principles and ideas of the Connect
Kendall Square Framework Plan, which
recognizes “significant opportunities to create a
sequence of new public realm open spaces”
through redevelopment of the area. It also
encapsulates many of the community’s desires
for lively gathering spaces, and more naturalistic,
passive parks that provide for both respite from
and variety within the urban environment.

The concept envisions a network of open space
areas organized along the extension of Fifth
Street and/or Broad Canal Way through the site.
Several potential locations with positive open
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space attributes have been identified and should
be further explored through the PUD review
process. The corner of Broadway and Third Street
is the most prominent focal point on the site —a
gateway location to mark a key corner. This
opportunity should be emphasized through
architecture and open space. The possibility of a
public plaza/square should be considered to
create a community focus, with potential to host
community events and other activities.

While the potential open spaces vary in size and
character, this does not preclude the possibility
of one larger open space being provided on the
site following detailed development planning.



DESIGN OBJECTIVES:

Create a cohesive network of high-quality
open spaces and places that are well-
connected and provide opportunities for
people to relax, play and meet.

GUIDELINES

1.

The open space network should be
contiguous, helping to create a connected
assemblage of outdoor and indoor places.
Ensure that the design and configuration of
open space creates significant visual and
physical connections through the site,
including to Broad Canal and Point Park.
Provide opportunities for views out of the
site and access to sunlight and greenery for
building inhabitants.

Support wayfinding by locating open space
areas at strategic points in the movement
network, such as important connections and
intersections, e.g. the extension of Fifth
Street and Broad Canal Way.

Strengthen the role of Loughrey Walkway as
an ‘active green spine’ linking Kendall Square
to the Eastern Cambridge neighborhoods.
Ensure a pleasant and inviting pedestrian and
cycling link is maintained.

Create a significant public gathering space or
public park. The park must have dimensions
large enough to encourage civic participation
and community events, and be either located
central to the site or at an important gateway
to the site (e.g., the corner of Broadway and
Third Street, which may serve as a potential
gateway and focal point).

Create green corridors by providing canopy
trees and stormwater management features,
such as bioswales.

Create additional smaller open spaces that
can help to connect the central gathering
space with the broader open space network
of Kendall Square.
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

Investigate opportunities for providing active
play spaces, including playgrounds, water
features, informal sports and game spaces,
and indoor play and recreation spaces.
Locate public open space with good solar
access (especially in shoulder months, and
during the winter), protected from wind,
accommodating tree plantings and directly
accessible from streets.

Ensure open spaces have active and defined
edges, which are framed by buildings.
Connect any rooftop open space to adjacent
interior space, with direct access from public
spaces, and with visual connections to
sidewalks and other buildings

Consider ways to design open space to
enhance the identity and character of Kendall
Square with wayfinding initiatives, public art
and sculpture, interactive installations, etc.
Design and program open spaces to be
flexible, and to promote robust activity and
social life throughout the day and evening, on
weekends and throughout the year.
Incorporate stormwater treatment /
management strategies and environmental
sustainability into the design of open space
areas.

Identify strategies for how future public and
private open spaces will be integrated into
the open space network, and ensure that
privately-owned spaces accessible to the
public are clearly legible as such, and are
welcoming to the public.

In the case of a development plan including a
government-owned facility and open space,
encourage positive relationships between
that facility and adjacent streets, open spaces
and active public uses, especially where the
facility includes active-use spaces that are
open to the public.



ACTIVE GROUND FLOORS

One of the key aims of the K2 Study is to continue
to transform Kendall Square into an ever more
animated and fruitful center for living, working,
and playing. The Active Ground Floors conceptual
diagram seeks to clarify where ground floor
active uses should be prioritized. While it would
be ideal to have active uses fronting all
connections and open spaces, it may not be
practically viable, so it is helpful to prioritize
where activity is most needed and where certain
uses will be the most viable. As such, primary
active streets are identified, then secondary
active streets. In addition, the diagram identifies
preferred locations where destination type
activities and uses should be encouraged in order
to draw people into and through the site.
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There is strong interest in a range of retail uses,
community and civic spaces that would help the
PUD-KS district become part of the neighborhood
and draw more interest from the community at
large. The following activities were identified as
the most desired:

= Grocery store, pharmacy and convenience
goods

=  More diverse restaurants, including family
restaurants, and short-order or takeout food

= Uses serving families with children, including
affordable child care, indoor play and
recreation

=  Workforce training space

= Cultural spaces such as performance spaces,
museums and galleries



DESIGN OBJECTIVE

Provide active ground floors that animate
streets and open spaces, and add to the
vitality of Kendall Square, while meeting the
community’s needs.

GUIDELINES

1.

10.

Provide a strong street edge on major public
streets, including Broadway and Third Street.
Prioritize the activation of the extended Fifth
Street as a major connection from the
Kendall Square T station to the East
Cambridge neighborhood.

Along Binney Street, focus active uses on
important corners with Third, Fifth and Sixth
Streets.

Concentrate key uses that could serve as
destination places or community attractions
along the extension of Fifth Street and Broad
Canal Way.

Create two-sided commercial streets where
possible for economic viability.

Ensure connections are lined with active
frontages, and integrated into Kendall
Square’s urban layout and structure.
Consider various design and siting measures
to enhance the feeling of safety along the
Sixth Street Walkway and the future
extension of Fifth Street.

Ground floor retail uses should be distinct,
diverse, and animated with spaces designed
to accommodate a variety of retailers with a
range of unit sizes and rental/ ownership
costs.

Retail uses and services that are not currently
provided in the neighborhood (grocery store,
pharmacy, diverse restaurants) are
encouraged.

Utilities should be located underground, or
off primary and secondary connections, to
maximize the continuous active frontage.
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BUILT FORM

The PUD-KS zoning requirements provide
flexibility in the arrangement of buildings and
height in order to produce better designed
buildings and open spaces. The PUD
development review process provides an
opportunity to explore options for development
as part of an overall master plan that fits within
the site and context. As such, the Built Form
conceptual diagram identifies areas and
interfaces that will require careful and sensitive
consideration in the development review
process.
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The PUD-KS objectives and guidelines for Built
Form are intended to complement the Kendall
Square Design Guidelines, which provide
additional detail on the desired built form
characteristics of new buildings.
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DESIGN OBJECTIVE

Building massing and location should be
responsive to site conditions and should
establish a high quality and amenable public
realm.

GUIDELINES

1.

Consider sensitive transitions to the existing
low-scale buildings on Third Street when
designing the site plan and individual
buildings.

Step back from the existing Sixth Street
Walkway to provide a comfortable and
spacious walking/bicycling experience.
Provide smooth height transitions to the
residential neighborhoods to minimize the
impact of tall buildings.

Pay special attention to the corner of
Broadway and Third Street, which may
become an important gateway. Consider
views from Point Park to create a
welcoming entrance to the site.

Consider height and massing options that
will minimize or mitigate overshadowing
and uncomfortable wind impacts on public
streets and open spaces.
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In assessing whether a taller building should be
approved as a “distinctive architectural
landmark,” the following matters should be
considered:

1. Whether a very high standard of
architectural design excellence, materials
and detailing appropriate to the building
type and location is achieved. This includes
consideration of:

=  Site and building organization,
relationship to other buildings,
massing, scale, proportion, rhythm,
unity and expression, architectural
ambition, architectural language, and
aesthetics.

2. Whether the form and external
appearance of the building will improve
the quality and amenity of the public
realm.

3. Whether the building exhibits innovative
technologies and sustainable design
principles, and is designed to be flexible
and adaptable over time.

4. Whether adverse impacts on the
microclimate (including shadows, wind and
heat island effects) have been mitigated.

5. Whether the building makes a positive
contribution to the Cambridge skyline and
important views.
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HOUSING FOR FAMILIES

Residential development, including housing that GUIDELINES
meets the needs of families, is a high priority for
the City and the community. The intent of
these design objectives and guidelines is to

Provide easy access to appropriately

located, and designed outdoor open space.
2. Design family units to maximize the
address some of the key livability issues relating & ) y . ]
w . . . potential for adults to supervise children at
to the siting and design of housing for families

lay through visual and direct physical
with children in the PUD-KS district. play tgh visu ! phys!

connections.

DESIGN OBJECTIVES 3. Consider providing indoor play areas that

are easily accessible to family units.

" Locate family units in portions of the 4. Three bedroom family units should consist

building or site that overlook common
g of one master bedroom and two smaller

outdoor play areas, and are closest to
play ’ bedrooms.

community services and recreational 5. Consider private outdoor open space
amenities. ) _ adjacent to units.
" Ensure that the size and layout of units 6. Provide sufficient storage within the unit or

meet the needs of families with children. within easy access of the unit. Storage

spaces should be to accommodate
household items such as strollers, large
toys, etc.
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